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C-MESIS OF THE REVOLUTION, 1765-1775 





CHAPTER I 

SOUTH CAROLINA OH THE EVE OF THE REVOLUTION 

South Carolina was one of the royal provinces. As such 

the prerogative element in the government was strong. The 

governor, the members of the Council, the judges, and a number 

of other officials were appointed by the crown. The Council 

was a very important part of the government, acting both as an 

advisory body to the governor and as an upper house of the As¬ 

sembly. The lower house of the Assembly, known as the Commons 

House, constituted the popular element in the government. It 

was chosen by the people, though, of course, there was a prop¬ 

erty qualification for voting and a still higher one for mem¬ 

bership. 1 

The Anglican church was established in South Carolina 

and included in its membership a considerable portion of the 

low-country ruling class. However, the dissenters were in the 

majority even in the low country. In the back country, Angli¬ 

cans were very few in numbers, St. Mark's being the only im¬ 

portant congregation. St. Mark's was located near the High 

Hills of Santee, in Camden District, and its existence was due 

Tne provincial government of South Carolina is described 
at length in W. Roy Smith, South Carolina as a Royal Province 
1719-1776 (hereinafter cited a.s Smith, S. CM as a Royal ~Prov. 
pp.73-157 and passim. 
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to the settlement there of a group of Anglicans from Virginia. 

The Presbyterian and. Baptist churches were very strong in 

South Carolina. The Quakers were to be found in considerable 

numbers in the back country, especially near Camden. They, of 

course, were inclined to object to the Revolution on account 

of their pacifist principles. Some of the Baptists likewise 

included non-resistance among their political principles. 

There was a Huguenot church at Charleston and in addition a 

Huguenot congregation in Ninety-Six District. In the back 

country were a great many Germans and Swiss, some of whom were 

Lutherans and other Calvinists. 

Some confusion is likely to arise from the heterogeneous 

nomenclature for geographical subdivisions in South Carolina. 

In 1775 there were counties, parishes, townships, and dis¬ 

tricts, each of which terms requires an explanation. Early in 

its history the province had been divided into four counties, 

namely, Granville, Colleton, Berkeley, and Craven; but these 

did not develop into units of local government, as had been 

intended, and by 1775 were of very slight importance. Nor was 

a township a unit of local government. It was merely a tract 

of land reserved for special groups of settlers. The use of 

the term is convenient as a means of identifying- localities. 

A parish was not merely a church parish, but the unit of 

representation in the Assembly. By 1770 the parishes were 

This paragraph is based on David Duncan Wallace, The 
History of South Carolina (hereinafter cixea as Wallace, Hist. 
orirrtr. 77 1, 417-437. 
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twenty-two in number, but with three exceptions all were in the 

coastal region. Theoretically every part of the province was 

in some parish, for many of the parishes did not have western 

boundary lines. However, those who lived in the back country 

were usually too far from the church and voting places to be 

considered within the parish. The effect was that thousands of 

people in the back country were not represented in the Assembly. 

With the establishment of circuit courts in 1769 the prov¬ 

ince was divided into seven circuit court districts. The names 

of these were Charleston, Georgetown, Cheraw, Camden, Beaufort, 

Orangeburg, and Kinety-Six. T hereafter the word district 

largely replaced that of county as a means of describing loca¬ 

tions, particularly with respect to the back country. Circuit 

court districts must not be confused with election districts. 

The latter did not exist under the royal government, but date 

from 1775, when the revolutionary government provided represen¬ 

tation for the back country.* * * 4 

All able-bodied men between the ages of sixteen and six¬ 

ty, with certain exceptions, were supposed to belong to the 

militia. T he chief exceptions were certain officials, pilots, 

ferrymen, and clergymen, and in time of danger some of these 

c: 
were liable for service.1" In 1775 there were twelve militia 

*7 

° There were twenty-three from the standpoint of church 
organization, but the two Charleston parishes, St. Phillip's 
and St. Michael's, formed a single election unit. 

4 See p. 23. 

^ Smith, S_, C.. as a Royal Prov. . p.175. 
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divisions or districts, in each of which there was a militia 

regiment. These regimental districts were as follows: Charles¬ 

ton, Granville County, Colleton County, Berkeley Comity, Cra¬ 

ven County, Orangeburg, Cheraws, Ninety-Six, Camden, Forks of 

Saluda, Upper Saluda, and New District. While the exact bounds 

of these regimental districts are not known, the approximate 

location of most of them is suggested by the names. However, 

the Colleton County and Berkeley County regiments seem to have 

been confined to Charleston District, and similarly the Craven 

County regiment seems to have been confined to Georgetown Dis¬ 

trict. On the other hand, the Granville regiment included not 

only Beaufort District but that part of Orangeburg District 

that lay between the Savannah and Salkehatchie Rivers. New 

District , or the New Acquisition, we.s approximately the pres- 

ent York County. During the Revolution the number of militia 

regiments was greatly increased. 

The most striking aspect of South Carolina was the differ¬ 

ence between the low country and the back country. The low 

country was the region of rice and indigo plantations, which 

meant that its population consisted of a comparatively small 

number of from wealthy to well-to-do planters and thousands of 

Edward McCrady, The History of South Carolina in the Rev¬ 
olution, 1775-1730 (hereinafter cITed as HcOrady," S_. C_. in 
Rev. , 177ilPTbVQ7, pp.10-12. The location of the various com¬ 
panies of the Granville regiment in 1776 is given in Robert W. 
Gibbes, Documentary History of the American Revolution . . . 
1764-1776 (hereinafter cited as Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776), 
p.372. The location of the companies in each regiment in 1757 
is in Journal of the Council of South Carolina, MS (hereinafter 
cited as CJ), XXVI, pt. 1, pp.80-89. 
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slaves. It was this region that made South Garolina a valu¬ 

able part of the British empire, as it furnished a market for 

manufactures and its exports were products which did not com¬ 

pete with those of the mother country. The low country had 

been settled ior nearly a hundred years, and consequently its 

inhabitants were in many cases native South Carolinians. At 

the same time there was a. considerable number of persons born 

in Great Britain, other British colonies, and foreign countries 

This was more true of Charleston than of the rural sections. 

South Carolina differed from North Carolina and Virginia 

in that it had a large commercial center, Charleston. This 

town in 1770 had a population of nearly eleven thousand, of 

whom 5,030 were white.^ It was not only the capital of the 

province, but also the summer home of the planters, who feared 

to stay on their plantations on account of malaria. There 

were two other ports, Beaufort and Georgetown, but they were 

small and for the most part carried on their trade through the 

capital. The fact that the life of the low country was cen¬ 

tered to such an extent in Charleston was to be of importance 

in the warfare of the Revolution. A British army wandered at 

will through North Carolina and parts of Virginia with little 

effect on the morale of the people as a whole. But the fall 

of Charleston in 1780 meant virtually the fall of the entire 

province. 

7 
Wallace, Hist, of S. C., II, 105. 
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The settlement of the back country came after 1729, and 

was accomplished in part through the efforts of the provincial 

government as a protection against the danger of Indian at¬ 

tacks and slave insurrections. One method of encouragement 

was by laying out large tracts, known as townships, on which 

o 
particular groups settled. Another method was by levying a 

duty on the importation of slaves and using a part of the rev¬ 

enue thus raised to provide bounties for settlers. By these 

methods many settlers were brought from Europe. On the other 

hand a larger number, attracted by vacant land, came from col¬ 

onies to the northward, Forth Carolina, Virginia, and Pennsyl¬ 

vania in particular. A considerable increase in population 

was accomplished by 1775, but the filling up of the piedmont 

region took place, for the most part, during the twenty years 

preceding the Ptevolution.9 The settlement of the back country 

added greatly to the economic strength of South Carolina and 

in many ^'7ays to the military strength. At the same time, in 

1775 there w/as a serious political weakness in the fact that a 

majority of the people were not native South Carolinians; in¬ 

deed, many of them not American born. 

The back country settlers were principally Scotch-Irish, 

Germans, and persons of English stock from Virginia and Forth 

Carolina. In addition, there was a Welsh element among the 

settlers on the Great Peedee and a group of French Huguenots 

For a map showing the location of some of these townships 
see ibid., I, opposite p.340. 

9 
Ibid., I, 352. 
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at New Bordeaux in Ninety-Six District. The Scotch-Irish can 

he classified into two groups: those that came direct by way 

of Charleston, and those that came by way of Pennsylvania. 

Many of the latter were of the second generation, having been 

born in America. The Scotch-Irish usually chose the piedmont 

region, the chief exception being Williamsburg Township, which 

had been settled early, between 1732 and 1737. The chief Ger¬ 

man settlements were Orangeburg, the fork between Broad and 

Saluda rivers, and Saxe-Gotha (the region south of the upper 

Gongaree and lower Saluda rivers, now known as Lexington Coun¬ 

ty). There were also German settlers on the upper Salkehat- 

chie, at Purrysburg on the lower Savannah River, in New fmsor 

Township opposite Augusta, and in Lonaonborough Township on a 

tributary of the Savannah River in Ninety-Six District. Some 

oi the Germans came direct from Europe while others came over¬ 

land irom colonies to the northward. It has been estimated 

that from 7,500 to 8,000 Germans came to South Carolina between 

the years 1732 and 1765. To oe technically correct, many of 

these were from German-speaking parts oi Switzerland, but as 

settlers they were generally of the same type as Germans, i.e., 

industrious farmers with little inclination to concern them¬ 

selves with politics. 

The chief agricultural products of the back country were 

corn, wheat, oats, tobacco, hemp, indigo, and madder. The 

production of silk and wine were attempted with some success 

This resume oi the settlement of the back country is 
based on ibid., I, 336-357; II, 41-46. 
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by the emigrants from Germany ana France. In 1770 Lieutenant 

Governor Bull mentioned seeing a vineyard of sixteen hundred 

vines and several of five hundred vines on Broad River. Naval 

stores were an important product. Also the back country set¬ 

tlers had large numbers of cattle and nogs ana a considerable 

number of horses. There was some Indian trade, which yielded 

deerskins. Wagons were the principal means of carrying the 

produce to Charleston. 

The social structure of the back country differed in many 

ways from that of the low country. There was more nea.rly an 

equality of wealth in the former. The people made their own 

clothes, raised their food, and were generally self-sufficing. 

In contrast with the low-country planter, wno spent his sum¬ 

mers in Charleston ana was in close touch with Europe, the 

back-country settler lived more or less in isolation. Some 

made trips to Charleston and there were militia musters ana re¬ 

ligious gatherings, but on the whole social contacts were not 

frequent except with immediate neighbors. 

But though in general the back country was a land of small 

farmers, there were some slaves and a few large plantations. 

For instance, Moses Kirkland owned thousands of acres of land 

in thirty-six different tracts. Moreover, he owned thirty-six 

slaves. At his home in Ninety-Six District he cultivated a 

hundred acres of indigo and a hundred acres of wheat. Other 

Ibid., II, 65, 102-103; Leila Sellers, Charleston Busi¬ 
ness on the Eve of the American Revolution (hereinafter cited 
as Sellers, Charleston Business), pp.29-35, 86-92. 
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land was planted in corn and potatoes. In addition he had 152 

cattle, 33 sheep, 255 hogs, 24 horses, 11 wagons, a grist mill, 

and a saw mill.13 A much more typical example of the back 

country settler was Adam Bower (or Bauer), one of the Palatine 

Germans that settled at Hillsborough in 1765. By 1781 he had 

five hundred acres of land of which fifty acres was cleared, a 

log house, a barn, and a peach orchard. Among his losses due 

to the war he listed forty-seven black cattle, twelve horses, 

13 
and sheep and hogs worth together twelve pounds sterling. 

The people of the back country had very little government. 

Since most of them were not represented in the Assembly there 

was only slight contact with that body. Furthermore, until 

1772 there were no courts of law above those of the justices 

of the peace, which had a very limited jurisdiction. The coun¬ 

ty court, which was such an important part of local government 

in Virginia and North Carolina, did not exist in South Caro¬ 

lina. The militia organization was to a certain extent an or¬ 

gan of government. It was the organization that was in closest 

touch with the individuals. The magistrates, as the justices 

This list of property is taken from Kirkland's claim. 
American Loyalists, Transcripts of the Manuscript Books and pa¬ 
pers of the Commission of Enquiry into the Losses and Services 
of the American Loyalists held under Acts of Parliament of 23, 
25, 26, 28, and 29 of George III, Preserved amongst the Audit 
Office Records in the Public Record Office of England 1785- 
1790, MS (hereinafter cited as ALT), LVII, 336-346. 

13 
Apparently he did not own all of this stock at one time. 

Some of it was seized early in the war as a fine for his refus¬ 
al to perform militia duty. The rest was taken when Ninety-Six 
was evacuated by the British in 1781. Ibid., XXVI, 58-66. 
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10 

of the peace were frequently termed., and the militia officers 

had. great prestige and influence. It was to these men that 

the people looked for leadership during the Revolution and. of¬ 

ten the attitude of almost a whole company would depend on the 

course pursued by the captain. To a lesser extent the cap¬ 

tains looked to the colonels for leadership. 

There was no exact line of division between the back 

country and the low country. Certainly a considerable part of 

the country below the fall line must be classed as back coun¬ 

try. In general, the three circuit court districts of Beau¬ 

fort, Charleston, and Georgetown were the low country, and 

Cheraw, Camden, Orangeburg, and Ninety-Six were back country. 

However, there was a considerable planter and slave-holding 

element in parts of Cheraw, Orangeburg,14 and Camden districts, 

which made those regions something of a middle country. A 

part of Georgetown District, especially the Little Peedee set¬ 

tlements, should be considered back country. 

The white population is usually calculated by multiplying 

the number of militiamen by five. But it is evident that the 

exact figures for the militia were not known, for they are 

given in round numbers and estimates vary as much as two thou¬ 

sand. In 1774 Lieutenant Governor Bull placed the number of 

the militia at twelve thousand. The estimate given in Wells’ 

Register and Almanac for 1774 is slightly higher, being thir¬ 

teen thousand for the militia and sixty-five thousand for the 

Wallace, Hist, of S. C., I, 344-345, 354. 
14 
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11 

white population. In 1775, Dr. George Milligen gave the num¬ 

ber of militia as fourteen thousand, and. the white population 

as seventy thousand. Henry Laurens placed the white oopula- 

tion at sixty thousand. ^ 

Of the twelve regiments of militia, seven entire regi¬ 

ments and a portion of two others, namely, the Granville and 

the Craven regiments, were in the back country. Moreover, the 

regiments were not of equal strength, for several of those in 

the back country had more than a thousand men, while the low 

country regiments, that of the town of Charleston excepted, 

were weak numerically. Hear the coast the militia was com- 

posed largely of overseers. w Evidently more than two thirds 

of the white population lived in the back country. 

An idea of the distribution of population in the back 

country may be obtained from the following militia returns, 

which were made in 1770: 

Area Number of Men 

Between the Savannah and Saluda rivers 1265 

Between the Saluda and Broad rivers 2005 

Between Broad and the sources of Black rivers 2210 

Orangeburg, Amelia, and Saxe-Gotha townships 736 

Edward HcCrady, The History of South Carolina under the 
Royal Government, 1719-1776 (hereinafter cite“d as "llcCrady, 
S. 0. under Royal Gov11p.807; Sellers, Charleston Business, 
pp.14-T5; Evarts B. Greene and Virginia D. Harrington, Ameri¬ 
can Population before the_ Feaeral Census of 1790, p.176. 

16 
Pierce Butler to _, March 21, 1776, "Correspondence 

of Hon. Arthur Middleton” in South Carolina Historical and 
Genealogical Magazine (hereinafter cfted as SCHGM), XXVII, 140. 
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These figures indicate that in 1770 ninety-Six District and 

the portion of Orangeburg District town as the Dutch Pork had 

together a population of 16,000 and that Camden District had a 

population of 11,000. The three townships, which must have 

contained around 3,700 people, were in Orangeburg District. 

Militia returns are not obtainable for the part of Orangeburg 
17 

District alone; the Savannah River nor for Che raw District. 

How much the back country population increased between 1770 

and 1775 must be left to conjecture. A considerable addition 

was made to the population of Camden and Hinaty-Six districts 

in 1772, when the Hew Acquisition was obtained from North 

Carolina. It is evident that the piedmont was the most thick¬ 

ly settled portion of South Carolina. Of the districts, 

Ninety-Six was the most populous. In 1780, its militia num- 

13 
bored about four thousand men, which indicates a white 

population^ twenty thous and. 

The number of slaves was estimated by Henry Laurens as 

being between eighty thousand and a hundred thousand. Other 

estimates were: Dells1 Register and Almanac for 1774, one hun¬ 

dred ten thousand; and Dr. Milligen, one hundred four thousand. 

A rough idea of the number of slaves may be obtained from the 

following figures. In 1769, 75,178 slaves were returned for 

taxation. Importations from that year to the beginning of the 

1 7 
Bull to Hillsborough, June 7, 1770, Public Records of 

South Carolina (hereinafter cited as Pr), XXXII, 279-281. 

18 
ee pp. 132, 267. 
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13 

war amounted to 22,477. Adding these gives a total of 

19 97,655. However, the excess of "births over deaths and the 

fact that many slaves imported into South Carolina were sent 

to Georgia or Florida have to be taken into consideration; and 

for these, figures are not available. Laurens as a merchant, 

planter, and statesman was in a position to speak with some 

authority on the subject of slave population. It is therefore 

quite probable that the number of slaves did not exceed a hun¬ 

dred thousand. 

On the eve of the Revolution South Carolina was a pros¬ 

perous but from a military standpoint a very weak country. 

The presence of a hundred thousand slaves caused a perpetual 

fear of insurrection and necessitated that a part of the mili¬ 

tia remain at home. Furthermore, over half of the military 

population was in the back country, where the people, partly 

from fear of the unhealthful climate and partly from resent¬ 

ment, were to exhibit a strong aversion to marching to the de¬ 

fense of the low country. It must be remembered, also, that a 

large part of the military population consisted of farmers, 

who could ill afford to be absent from home during the spring 

and summer. Thus the militia was necessarily a very unstable 

force for carrying on a protracted campaign, as the men had a 

just reason for being unwilling to serve longer than required 

MeGrady, S. 0. under Royal Gov*t., p.807; Sellers, 
Charleston Business, pp.14-15, 134-135; Wallace, Hist. of 3. CM, 
II, 102, 108. Lieutenant Governor Bull said that the number of 
slaves in 1769 was eighty thousand. Professor Wallace suggests 
that five thousand were not returned for taxation. However, 
the number imported in 1769 was 4,612, which when added to the 
75,178 amounts to almost 80,000. 
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14 

by law. Finally, South Carolina was an isolated region. 

Overland communications with the middle colonies were poor. 
on 

North Carolina had a fairly large but scattered population 

and was greatly weakened by internal dissensions. To the 

south was Georgia, a weak province, whose white population was 

little more than fifteen thousand/3-*- The prospect of success¬ 

ful resistance to a large British force was not encouraging. 

There were many who correctly foresaw that the war would be 

ruinous. 

20 
The lowest estimate of the North Carolina militia was 

twenty-five thousand. Greene and Harrington, American Popula¬ 
tion before the Federal Census of 1790, n.159. 

21 
ibid., p.182. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE OUTBREAK IN THE LOW COUNTRY 

A. The Rise of the Revolutionary Party 

In many respects the events in South Carolina leading to 

the Revolution were similar to those in the other colonies.^ 

In 1765 delegates were sent to the Stamp Act Congress and the 

sale of the stamps was prevented, partly by threats and vio¬ 

lence, partly by political maneuver. From 1768 to 1770 the 

province was agitated over the Townshend duties, the most im¬ 

portant events being the dissolution of the Assembly for con¬ 

sidering the Massachusetts and Virginia circulars and the 

adoption of a non-importation agreement. Finally, the tax on 

tea led to the organization of extra-legal bodies and the 

linking of South Carolina with the other colonies through the 

Continental Congress. But during the decade preceding the 

Revolution there were other controversies, equally as bitter^ 

&€ Jihrb ahov-ey which pertained to South Carolina alone and 

which were the manifestation of a constitutional struggle of 

the Commons House of Assembly against the Governor and Coun¬ 

cil. 

1 
The various events referred to in this section are 

treated in detail and chronological sequence in Wallace, Hist, 
of S. C., II, 66-101, 109-129. 140-162 
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This constitutional struggle was of great importance in 

developing a dominant party willing to take up arms against 

the British government, for it engendered in the leaders of 

the lower house a determination to rule South Carolina. The 

struggle had its origin much earlier in the history of the 

province, but it became intensified during the decade preced¬ 

ing the Revolution. From 1762 to 1764 there was a protracted 

quarrel between the Commons Iiouse and Governor Boone, because 

of the latter’s attempt to judge of elections of members. 

From 1767 to 1769 there was controversy for the control of 

the judiciary, in which the Commons House failed to carry its 

point. Most important of all was the Wilkes fund dispute, 

arising in 1769 when the lower house, by resolution, contri¬ 

buted ^1500 sterling to the fund for John Wilkes. After the 

money had been paid the Council refused to allow the item to 

be included in the appropriation bill, and the Commons House 

refused to pass any appropriation bill vd.thout it. A deadlock 

resulted which lasted until 1774, during which interval no tax 

bill was passed. The lower house took the position that the 

Council was not a legislative body, and was on the point of 

obtaining complete control over financial matters when the 

Revolution came. 

The situation in the back country had an important bear¬ 
ing on this matter. It is discussed at greater length in 

chapter III. 

3 
Wallace, Hist, of S, C., II, 99-101. 
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One of the most striking features of the pre-revolution¬ 

ary decade was the emergence of the mechanic element of 

Charleston as a political factor. The mechanics played an im¬ 

portant part (especially as a mob) in the agitation against 

the stamp act. After its repeal a small group of them, led by 

William Johnson, a blacksmith, held meetings, the theme of the 

discussions being the measures necessary to secure the rights 

of the colonies against the designs of the British ministers. 

These meetings have been considered by some contemporaries as 

the beginning of the revolutionary movement in South Carolina. 

John Rutledge said that Johnson started the ball rolling.4 5 

Christopher Gadsden v/as present on some occasions, and it was 

from this element that he drew his political support. In the 

elections of 1768 and 1769 the mechanics showed their politi¬ 

cal power, for they secured the defeat of some, though not all, 

of the conservative candidates. As John Wilkes of England was 

a hero to the mechanics, it was presumably their influence 

that induced the Commons House to appropriate the money to the 

Wilkes fund. It was the mechanics, not the planters, who as¬ 

sumed the leadership along the path to revolution. 

Personalities and possibly personal pique played a part 

in turning leading citizens into the Revolutionary party.^ 

4 
McCrady, S. £. under Royal Gov11., p.589, citing Joseph 

Johnson, Traditions and Reminiscences Chiefly of the American 
Revolution in '"the South' . . . (hereinafter cited as Johnson, 
Traditions), p.30. 

5 
1 am indebted to the late Professor William K. Boyd for 

the basic idea in this paragraph. 
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Two men who at first were not inclined to take part in the 

resistance to British taxation, changed to the other side. 

One of these, Henry Laurens, had his house visited by the mob 

in 1765 on the suspicion that the stamps were in his posses¬ 

sion. However, in 1767 Laurens had an unpleasant experience 

with a corrjjut customs official and in 1769 he appears as an 

advocate of non-importation. He resided in England from 1771 

to 1774, which seems to have strengthened his sympathy for the 

American cause. He returned and became a leader in the Revo¬ 

lutionary party but was always in the moderate wing.53 The 

other person, William Henry Drayton, wrote articles against 

non-importation in 1769. In the following year he went to 

England, where, it was said by his enemies, he sought to ob- 

7 
tain an appointment to office in South Carolina. If so, he 

obtained merely a place on the Council. Soon after his return 

in 1773 he used his pen in defense of the rights of the colo¬ 

nies and eventually became a radical and the most prominent 

leader in organizing armed resistance to the British. It is 

probable that Rawlins Lowndes, another conservative who sup¬ 

ported the Revolution, had been embittered over being removed 

Q _ 

from a judgeship. it may, also, be of significance that 

Governor Boone in 1763 had personally insulted Christopher 

David Duncan Wallace, The Life of Henry Laurens . . ., 
pp.137-149, 169-176, 193-200. 

7 
See below, p. 56. 

8 
See below, pp.19-20, 90. 
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Gadsden and William Moultrie,9 both of whom were to become un¬ 

compromising adherents to the cause of independence. It is 

not contended that such personal grievances are sufficient im¬ 

mediately to change a loyal subject into a revolutionary, but 

they might easily intensify a realization of Americanism and 

direct men into the struggle for the rights of the colonies, 

which slowly but surely led to the war for independence. 

The practice of the British ministers of filling posi¬ 

tions in South Carolina with natives of Great Britain gave 

rise to complaint, and such appointees were spoken of as 

placemen. This issue came to the forefront after the passage 

of the circuit court act of 1769, which provided regular sala¬ 

ries for the assistant judges. This measure was said to have 

originated with two members of the Assembly who were assistant 

judges and were unwilling to go to the back country court 

houses unless a regular compensation was assured. But as soon 

as salaries were provided, assistant judges were appointed in 

England and sent to South Cs-rolina, which was the first time 

assistant judges had been appointed in such manner for any of 

the colonies. This occasioned considerable bitterness.One 

of the assistant judges displaced was Rawlins Lowndes. 

Wallace, Iiist. of S. C., II, 40. 

10 
Josiah Quincy, Memoirs of the Life of Josiah Quincy, Jun., 

pp.106-109. 

11 
When the chief justice in 1765 ruled that court could not 

proceed without stamps, Lowndes and the other assistant judges 
overruled the decision, thus thwarting an attempt to force the 
people to allow the stamps to be sold. Wallace, Eist. of S. C., 
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However, there Is another side to this story. Lieutenant Gov- 

ernor William Bull, a native son of South Carolina, had re- 
- 

quested the appointment of men from G reat Britain on the 

grounds that those who were then acting as assistant judges in 

South Carolina were not trained in the law and those who were 

qualified would not be attracted by the small salary of three 

hundred pounds sterling a year. Moreover, one of the jj-Lace- 

man judges, Thomas Knox Gordon, said that he had not sought 

the position, but had been solicited to give up his practice 

and go to South Carolina by Lord Hillsborough, who nhad it 

much at heart to have the American Benches filled with profes¬ 

sional Men."-*-^ Another judge, Edward Savage, gave similar 

testimony.^ In any event, the appointment of these judges 

was in line with the British policy of strengthening ministe¬ 

rial control over the colonies. 

The question of placemen was connected also with the 

fight of Commons against the Council. In the early days of 

the royal government in South Carolina, the Council had in¬ 

cluded a number of prominent merchants and landholders. But 

by 1774, nearly all of the active members of the Council were 

II, 71. Moreover, the displaced assistant judges had been 
evading the granting of writs of assistance to the customs of¬ 
ficials, which led to the charge that they did not know the 
law and were acting merely in their own interest. Some Fugi¬ 
tive Thoughts on a Letter Signed Freeman ... By a Back Set¬ 
tler, pp.33-35. 

12 
Wallace, Hist. of S. £., II, 64-65. 

13 
ALT, LVI, 417. 

14 
Ibid., LVII, 124-125. 
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crown officials, such as judges, the secretary of the province, 

the collector of the King’s quit rents, etc. Consequently, 

the Council had lost prestige.1^ jt is true that there was a 

slight remnant of the Council party left. For example, Will¬ 

iam Wragg, though he had been removed from the Council, op¬ 

posed any encroachments on its powers. William Henry Drayton 

at first had been an "avowed supporter of the prerogative of 

the Council,"10 but after changing sides he took the lead in 

denouncing its members as placemen. The decline of the in¬ 

fluence of the Council meant that there was no nucleus for the 

formation of a Loyalist party among those who were really 

South Carolinians. 

On December 3, 1773, there was a mass meeting of the citi¬ 

zens of Charleston, which may be regarded as the germ of the 

revolutionary government of South Carolina.1^ The purpose of 

this meeting and several others that follov<red was to determine 

the disposal of a cargo of tea that had arrived. Many of the 

people wished to have the tea returned to England, but it was 

finally seized and stored by the customs officials. Other 

shipments of tea which arrived were also stored. But 

Wallace, Hist, of S. C., II, 97; McCrady, S. C. under 
Royal Gov’t., pp.711-713. 

16 
Journal of the Second Council of Safety, Dec.16, 1775, in 

Collections of the South Carolina Historical Society (herein¬ 
after cited as Coll. S. £. Hist. Soc.), III7 56. 

17 
See pp. 52-53. 

18 
Wallace, Hist, of S. C., II, 110. 
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Charleston was to have its tea party even though it was a be¬ 

lated one, for a shipment which arrived in November, 1774, was 

thrown overboard by the consignees themselves. How voluntary 

this sacrifice was is uncertain, for a committee of citizens 

was present to witness the event. " It is significant that 

all the consignees, namely Robert Lindsay, Zephaniah Kingsley, 

and Robert McKenzie became Loyalists after the fall of 

Charleston and were included in the confiscation act of 1732. 

William Greenwood, who was to become a very prominent Loyalist 

after the fall of Charleston, was a consignee for some of the 

tea that was stored. 

The news of the closing of the port of Boston led to the 

second step in the forming of a revolutionary government in 

South Carolina, for a general meeting of the inhabitants of 

the province was held July 6 to 8, 1774. Citizens from all ex- 

20 
cept six of the low country parishes attended,'"' but as all 

citizens present had equal vote, the meeting was controlled by 

Charleston, and to a considerable extent by the mechanic group. 

In the election of members to the Continental Congress, the 

sharp difference of opinion between the merchants and mechan¬ 

ics is revealed. The merchants were well organized but were 

outvoted. However, two of the delegates, John Rutledge and 

Wallace, Eist. of _S. £., II, 109-112; The South Carolina 
Historical and Genealogical Magazine (hereinafter cited as 
SCHGM) , IIITI902), 212^215n; IV (1903), 75, 104n. 

20 
These were St. John’s, Colleton; Christ Church; and the 

four parishes south of the Combahee. Y/ailace, Hist, of S. C., 
II, 115. 
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Henry Middleton, were supported by the conservatives as well 

as by the radicals.2-*- At this meeting a "general committee" 

was appointed consisting of fifteen merchants, fifteen mechan¬ 

ics, and sixty-nine planters. 

On the return of the delegates from the meeting of the 

Continental Congress, a provincial congress was called, which 

met in January, 1775. The membership of this body was made up 

of delegates for the election of which writs had been sent to 

22 
"influential gentlemen" in the various parishes and dis¬ 

tricts. These districts were something new, and had been cre¬ 

ated as a bid for the support of the back country. This popu¬ 

lous region, which up to then had had no representation in the 

Assembly, was divided into four large election districts, to 

each of which were assigned ten members in the Provincial Con¬ 

gress . 

News of the commencement of hostilities in the North was 

received at Charleston on May 8, 1775. This caused the Pro¬ 

vincial Congress to be summoned to meet on June 1. At this 

meeting provision was made for the raising of several bodies 

of regular soldiers and the issuing of a million pounds in pa¬ 

per currency for their support. An "association" was adopted, 

which all the citizens were required to sign. It pledged the 

signers to support the Provincial Congress with life and prop¬ 

erty and to regard all who would not sign as enemies to the 

McCrady, S. C. Linder Royal Gov't., pp.739-741. 

22 
Wallace, Hist, of S. C., II, 114-116. 
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liberties of the colonies.23 Most important of all, a "coun¬ 

cil of safety" was appointed, which was in effect the govern¬ 

ment of the province while the Provincial Congress was not 

meeting. Thus a revolutionary government was established in 

South Carolina. 

Meanwhile the old government was going to pieces. Little 

business had been done by the Assembly for some time, as it 

was the policy of the governor to prorogue it almost as soon 

as it met. In July, 1775, the Assembly was convened and re¬ 

mained in session for some time, but nothing was accomplished, 

for nearly all of the members were also members of the Provin- 

cial Congress. In September, 1775, the Assembly passed out of 

existence. For several years the royal governor had been ab¬ 

sent from South Carolina and Lieutenant Governor William Bull 

had acted as chief executive. Through his great influence and 

by tact and moderation he had kept the good will of all ele- 

24 
merits, in spite of his loyalty to the British government. 

William Henry Drayton said that "nothing but the Lieutenant 

Governor’s temperate conduct towards the Commons-House of As¬ 

sembly, enabled the King’s government to move at all" during 

the period when no laws were passed on account of the deadlock 

between the Council and Commons House. However, Bull was 

O'Z 

This Association is orinted in John Drayton, Memoirs of 
the American Revolution . . . (hereinafter cited as Drayton, 
MemoirsTr'i",' MB'B-L'Bo'. ~ 

24 
McCrady, S. C. under Royal Gov’t., pp.107, 794-796. 

Drayton, Memoirs, II, 40-41. 
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never honored with the title of governor. When another Brit¬ 

ish governor. Lord William Campbell, was sent to South Caro¬ 

lina in 1775, Bull showed evidence of disgust. He remained at 

his plantation, which wras only twelve miles from Charleston, 

and failed to honor the new governor with either a visit or 

letter.^ Apparently some of the crown officers in South 

27 
Carolina regarded Bull as a rebel at heart. But, however 

much Bull might sympathize with his countrymen, he did not de¬ 

part from his ideals of honor, and he refused to take any part 

against the king -whose commission he had borne. He remained 

on his plantation as long as possible, but when the oath of 

abjuration was tendered him in 1777 he preferred exile to a 

on 
violation of his loyalty. 

The newly appointed governor, William Campbell, arrived 

on June 18, 1775, and immediately set about to oppose the rev¬ 

olutionary body which he found in power. He succeeded in 

Campbell to the Earl of Dartmouth, July 2, 1775, PR, 
XXXV, 118. 

27 „ f- -7 

’Governor Buie [sicj we hear nothing of. The Committees 
never trouble him; a good reason for it, for he is certainly 
as great a rebel in his heart as any of them." Frederick 
George Ivlulcaster to Brigadier General Grant, St. Augustine, 
Sept. 29, 1775, in Peter Force, comp., American Archives: con¬ 
sist ing of a collection of authentic records, state papers, 
debates, and letters and other notices of publick affairs . . . 
Thereinafter cited as American ArchivesTT 4th ser., III, col¬ 
umn 835. At the time this letter was written Campbell had 
taken refuge on a ship in Charleston Harbor. Muleaster, al¬ 
most certainly got this impression of Bull from communications 
of Campbell or other officials to Governor Tonyn of Florida. 

28 
See p. 164. 
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building up a substantial following in the back country but 

could do nothing in the coastal region. On his arrival only 

three members of the Council attended, all of them placemen. 

In vain he tried to get the active support of influential con¬ 

servatives. Sir John Colleton and William Bull, Jr. (nephew 

of the Lieutenant Governor) refused seats in the Council, 

while John Drayton and William Bull declined to attend even 

though ordered to do so. In order to get a quorum Campbell 

had to appoint another placeman, Robert Dalway Haliday, who had 

OQ 

resided in South Carolina less than two years."" The royal 

government lay at the mercy of the Revolutionary party, and 

though the moderates in that party at times delayed decisive 

action, the radicals usually carried their point in the end. 

The crown officers were summoned before the General Committee 

for not signing the Association and were disarmed because they 

would not take an oath of neutrality. When the gunner at Fort 

Johnson was abused by a mob, the royal governor was impotent 

to interfere. On July 2, the government dispatches at the 

post office were seized, and it was found that the governor of 

Georgia had requested that troops be sent to that province, 

which increased the fear that a British army would be sent to 

South Carolina. It was known that Governor Campbell was issu¬ 

ing commissions to back country leaders and making plans to 

raise troops there. A number of persons were in favor of 

Campbell to the Earl of Dartmouth, July 2, 1775, PR, XXXV, 
118-119, 124; Campbell to the Earl of Dartmouth, July 19, 20, 
!775, ibid., XXXV, 152-153. 
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arresting him. On September 14, the General Committee de¬ 

manded of the Governor that he deliver up dispatches recently 

received from England. Governor Campbell absolutely refused 

this, but feeling that it was inconsistent with the dignity of 

his office to remain longer, he adjourned the Assembly, closed 

all of the governmental offices,and went on board a warship 

which was in the harbor. He believed that if he had remained 

he would have been seized. All members of the Council opposed 
\ 

30 
his going except the chief justice, Thomas Knox Gordon. 

Governor Campbell was soon joined in Charleston Harbor by Gov¬ 

ernor Martin of North Carolina. The first shots of the war in 

South Carolina were fired on October 9, by some vessels in the 

harbor. Late in December the British vessels were forced to 

leave, batteries having been erected on the islands around the 

harbor. 

With the flight of the Governor, all organized opposition 

to the revolution ceased in the low country. In the back 

country, however, there was bloodshed, for the Loyalist party 

there was too strong to submit without a struggle. But open 

resistance there had been crushed by the end of 1775. Only 

one more step was needed for the completion of the revolution¬ 

ary government, namely a constitution. This was provided when 

the Provincial Congress met early in 1776, and it became 

Campbell to the Earl of Dartmouth, Sept. 19, 1775, PR, 
XXXV, 245-254; Minutes of the Council, Sept. 15, 1775 (photo¬ 
stat, South Carolina Historical Commission, hereinafter re¬ 
ferred to as S. C, Hist. Com.) 
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effective March 26. It was intended merely as a temporary 

government until an accommodation with the mother country 

could be made, for at this time very few of the leaders were 

in favor of independence. But the preparations for defense 

continued. In June, 1776, a British fleet under Sir Peter 

Parker and an army under Sir Henry Clinton made an attack on 

Charleston, but were defeated. This American victory had 

far-reaching effects in South Carolina. It greatly strength¬ 

ened the morale of the Whigs, created a receptive mood for the 

news of the Declaration of Independence, and gave the state 

over two years of immunity from invasion. 

B. Loyal and Conservative Elements 

At the outbreak of the Revolution, there was in the low 

country of South Carolina nothing that can be called a Loyal¬ 

ist party. T hough many people disapproved of the measures of 

the Revolutionary party, there was no large group that acted 

concertedly in opposition to them. The people of the low 

country were predominantly conservative, but this conservatism 

took the form of passive disapproval and reluctant acquies¬ 

cence rather than active opposition. Consequently the 

Revolutionary program was carried through with remarkably lit¬ 

tle violence. Nevertheless, there were a few small groups 

that were actively loyal from the beginning. 

51 
Wallace, Hist, of S. C II, 150. 
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The most prominent group of uncompromising Loyalists was 

furnished by the official class. At least twenty-eight per¬ 

sons of this class, ranging in rank from the governor down to 

minor customs officials, refused to take any part in the revo¬ 

lutionary measures.52 Most of them were natives of G-reat 

Britain or Ireland, though a few had lived in the province for 

a considerable time and formed connections with the people by 

marriage. However, the treasurer, Henry Peromieau, like Will¬ 

iam Bull, had been born in South Carolina. He had many 

friends who urged him to submit to the new government, but he 

remained loyal to the king. The attitude of the officials was 

that, as they had taken an oath to the king, it was their duty 

•go serve him. 

One might expect that another of these loyal groups would 

be the Anglican clergy. Their British birth, their doctrine 

of obedience, and the fact that separation from the mother 

country meant disestablishment would incline them to remain 

loyal. Yet when the Provincial Congress appointed a day of 

humiliation and prayer in February, 1775, a number of the An¬ 

glican clergy not only observed this "unauthorized” fast, but, 

as William. Bull expressed it, "suited their Pulpit declama¬ 

tions to the temper of the times, passing by any consideration 

The most important of these are included in the list of 
those who refused to sign the Association. See pp. 65-66. 

ry *7 oo _ 
ALT, Lil, 519; Alexander Frazer, Second Report of the Bu¬ 

reau of Archives for the Province of Ontario, 1904~(hereinaft- 
er cited as Ontario Archives), pp.1201-1206♦ 
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whether* their ordination or the 72V Cannon pointed out a con¬ 

trary behavior in therm” Bull gave as the reason for this the 

fact that in South Carolina the clergy were engaged for only a 

year at a time and therefore held their livings at the pleas- 

ure of the vestry. Of the twenty Anglican clergymen in 

South Carolina in 1775, only five returned to England or re- 
35 

fused to take an oath to the revolutionary government. 

The most loyal element in South Carolina were the Scotch. 

Out of a total of 315 former residents of South Carolina who 

made claims against the British government after the Revolu¬ 

tion for losses due to their loyalty, at least 65 had been 

36 
born in Scotland. Of these, 39 lived in Charleston. They 

occupied various ranks in society, but the majority were mer¬ 

chants, some important and others mere shopkeepers. Also a 

considerable number of the physicians in Charleston were 

Scotch. Apparently the Scotch made up a considerable portion 

of the cultured element in Charleston. Among the most 

Bull to the Earl of Dartmouth, Feb. 22, 1775, PR, XXkV, 
21-22. 

35 
Frederick Dalcho, An Historical Account of the Protestant 

Episcopal Church in South Carolina . . . , pp. 205, 206, 209, 
216, 218-220-. These were the Reverends Robert Cooper, rector 
of St. Michael’s; John Bulman, assistant rector of St. Mi¬ 
chael's; Robert Purcell, assistant rector of St. Phillip’s; 
Edward Jenkins, rector of St. Bartholemew; and James Stewart, 
rector of Prince George. 

56 
See p. 405. These figures do not tell the whole story, 

for it is probable that most of the twenty-one persons who 
gave Great Britain as their place of birth were really Scotch. 
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prominent might be mentioned the Reverend Alexander Hewatt, 

37 
author of a history of South Carolina; Dr. Alexander Garden, 

the most prominent physician in the province and a man of sci¬ 

entific tastes; and Robert Wells, printer of the best news¬ 

paper and keeper of the only first-class bookshop in the prov¬ 

ince.’-^0 Two factors stand cut as a basis for the loyalty of 

the Scotch. In the first place, sufficient time had not 

elapsed since the Jacobite rebellion of 1745 for its conse¬ 

quences to be forgotten, either by those who had espoused the 

rebel side or those who had benefitted by remaining loyal to 

the House of Hanover. In the second place,most of the Scotch 

had come to South Carolina since 1763. Therefore they were a 

very self-conscious group, and seem to have been regarded with 

some prejudice. They were not South Carolinians, but Scots 

living in South Carolina. 

The merchant class furnished a number of Loyalists. Pro¬ 

fessor Schlesinger has pointed out the difference between the 

economic position of the merchants in the northern and south¬ 

ern provinces, namely, that in the latter, the so-called mer¬ 

chants were usually factors and agents for merchants in Great 

Britain and lacked economic motives for joining a movement 

Garden corresponded with Linneus, who named the gardenia 
in his honor. Charles Fraser, Reminiscences of Charleston . . 
p. 68. 

38 
David Ramsay, The Histor~y- of South-Carolina, from its 

first settlement in 1670, to the year 1808 . . . (hereinafter 
cited as Ramsay, Hist, of S. II, 383. 
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3S 
which inevitably would alter the ordinary course of trade. 

Throughout the course of events leading to the Revolution the 

Charleston merchants, though taking part in the opposition to 

parliamentary taxation, advocated a cautious policy. When the 

mechanic element suggested a non-importation agreement in 1769, 

the merchants proposed a much less stringent one. A compro¬ 

mise between the two was finally adopted.^ The merchants 

formed a chamber of commerce in December, 1773, as a measure 

for concerted action in protecting themselvesIn 1774, the 

Chamber of Commerce was used to organize opposition to non¬ 

importation. At the meetings the president, John Savage, made 

speeches against non-importation, which he afterwards put in 

A_n 
the form of a paper. When the delegates to the Continental 

43 
Congress were chosen at a general meeting in 1774," the mer¬ 

chants, accompanied by their clerks, attended in a body in an 

attempt to secure the election of conservatives. However, 

their strategy was discovered by tlie radical leaders, who 

Arthur M. Schiesinger, The Colonial Merchants and the 
American Revolution 1765-1776' Thereinafter cited as Schlesing- 
er, Colonial Merchant s')', pp.34-35, 295, 359, 591-592. 

40 
ibid., pp.140-146; Wallace, Hist. of S. ■£., II, 84-86. 

41 
Schlesinger, Colonial Merchants, pp.296-297; SCHC-M, XIV 

(1913), 59, citing South Carolina Gazette (Charleston), 
Dec.13, 1773, and Feb.28, 1774. 

4? 
See p. 56. 

43 
See p. 22. 
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called in many of the mechanic element and carried the elec¬ 

tion.^ Nevertheless, most of the merchants submitted to the 

revolutionary measures and, though in some cases reluctantly, 

took part in the new government. There ?»rere some merchants 

who were active Loyalists in 1775 and 1776, but nearly every 

one of them had been born in Scotland. In general the mer¬ 

chants made the best of the situation. Some who had suffi¬ 

cient property retired from business, but others continued to 

engage in commerce even though Charleston was blockaded by 

Ap. 
British cruisers.* The merchants as a class must be consid¬ 

ered conservatives, not Loyalists. 

The planters had strong reasons for remaining loyal to 

the British Empire. In the first place. South Carolina did 

not have the complaint against the British mercantile policy 

that some of the other colonies had. On the contrary, she was 

favored by a bounty on indigo and special dispensations allow¬ 

ing the shipment of rice (an enumerated article) directly to 

southern Europe and the West Indies. In the second place, 

South Carolina was prosperous: indeed she was in the midst of 

a period of economic expansion. Nothing indicates this more 

clearly than the heavy importation of slaves, an average of 

44 
McCrady, S. C. in Rev., pp.739-741; Schlesinger, Colonial 

Merchants, pp.375-379. 

45 
.The most active of the Loyalist merchants were James and 

William Carsan. Among the nrominent merchants who took a slight 
mart in the Revolution but who subsequently became identified 
with the royal cause were Gideon Dupont, Jr., Robert William 
Powell, Theodore Gaillard, William Greenwood, Aaron Loocock, 
and William Ancrura. 

46 
McCrady, S. C. in Rev. , P'b-1"8Q, pp. 316-222. 
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over three thousand a year between 1763 and 1775. Debts 

played a large part in preparing the minds of the Virginia 

planters to risk revolution, but there is little evidence that 

debts were an important factor in South Carolina. While it is 

true that the South Carolina planters were heavily in debt, 

they were not bankrupt. The importation of several thousand 

slaves a year would of itself cause a large amount of in¬ 

debtedness, but the returns from rice and indigo were suffi¬ 

cient at that time to give the planters expectations of paying 

their debts. War would of course interfere by cutting down 

the exports. In 1775 the greatest financial grievance the 

planters had was the scarcity of a circulating medium. ' 

The amount of opposition to the Revolution in this class 

Is difficult to determine. Fointing to strong support from 

the planters is the consideration of their political power in 

its bearing on the success of the revolutionary measures. 

They had a majority In the Commons House of Assembly and in 

the Provincial Congress. The composition of the General Com¬ 

mittee in 1774, which was fifteen merchants, fifteen mechan- 

48 
ics, and sixty-nine planters, shows the relative political 

power of the planters. It is true that the leadership in the 

Revolution came from Charleston, but unless a large number of 

Schlesinger, Colonial Merchants, pp.51-52, 73-74, 
35S-361; Leila Sellers, Charleston Business on the Eve of the 
American Revolution, pp.53-57, 134. 

48 
See p. 23 
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the planters followed that leadership, it is difficult to ex¬ 

plain how the radical measures were passed. 

The term moderate was used during the Revolution to des¬ 

ignate a person who had great concern for the rights of Ameri¬ 

cans but who was averse to radical actions. The British seem 

to have regarded the moderates in South Carolina as potential 

Loyalists. For example. Dr. MiMigen, in describing condi¬ 

tions in the summer of 1775, said that in the Provincial Con¬ 

gress were some "moderate men, friends to His Majesty's Gov¬ 

ernment and the legal Constitution" but that the "Republican 

Party" contrived the Association in order to make all who sub- 

49 
scribed it equally guilty. In Hew York, many of the moder- 

50 
ates became Loyalists; in South Carolina, on the contrary, 

nearly all of them adhered to the revolutionary government, at 

least until the fall of Charleston. The weak point in the po¬ 

sition of the moderates was the lack of a program. Their at¬ 

titude was chiefly one of refusing to consent to measures 

proposed by the radicals. But each coercive step of the Brit¬ 

ish had the effect of forcing the moderates into the ranks of 

the radicals. 

The strength of the moderates in South Carolina is shown 

by the divisions in the Council of Safety in the summer of 

1775. There were two radicals, namely, Arthur Middleton and 

Mr. Milligen's Report of the State of South Carolina, 
Sept.15, 1775, PR, XXXV, 231. 

50 
Alexander Flick, Loyalism in Hew York during the .American 

Revolution, pp.18-25. 
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William Henry Drayton, who usually could get the support of 

Colonel Charles Pinckney and Thomas Ferguson. Four others, 

Henry Laurens, John Huger, Benjamin Elliott, and William Will¬ 

iamson, varied, sometimes supporting the radicals but often 

opposing them. The moderates were Miles Brewton, James Par¬ 

sons, Rawlins Lowndes, Thomas Bee, and Thomas Heyward, Jr. 

The great issue on which the members of the Council of Safety 

differed was preparedness for the defense of the province. 

For several months the moderates opposed each step, and, as 

McCrady has expressed it,“would not allow themselves to be¬ 

lieve it possible that they would be engaged in a war with the 

mother country." Middleton wished to fortify the harbor and 

Drayton wished to arrest Governor Campbell to check his organ¬ 

izing a back country following, but the moderates would not 

51 
agree to either of these proposals. In the course of the 

war some of these men were to meet hardships and disasters. 

52 53 
Pinckney and Parsons both died in humiliating circum¬ 

stances, after having taken British protection. Though 

Lowndes was destined to survive the war, both his fortune and 

54 
reputation were to suffer. Heyward, Laurens, and Ferguson 

were to undergo imprisonment. Miles Brewton’s fate was the 

most tragic of all. 

McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp.30-32. 

ficGrady, S. 0. in Rev., 1780-1785. p. 587. 

McCrady, S. 0. in Rev.. 1775-1780, pp. 534-535. 

See pp. 212-213, 345. 
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Miles Brewton was one of the wealthiest men in Charleston. 

In 1774, when delegates to the Continental Congress were cho¬ 

sen, he had been one of the unsuccessful candidates whom the 

merchants had supported.55 Though a conservative, he was any¬ 

thing but indifferent to the danger threatening the rights of 

the colonies, as is shown in a letter to Josiah Quincy of Mas¬ 

sachusetts, written a few days after his defeat. He thought 

that a "Bill of Rights" should be carried to England by some 

of the members of the Continental Congress, and if that 

failed, then non-importation and non-exportation should be 

tried. More revealing as to his caution and also his Ameri¬ 

canism are the following passages. 

Cur fears are only about you: that you may despond 
and give up; for I am sorry to see you have so many 
adders in your own bosom, who may sting you to death. 
Yve have our share also of internal foes. Pity it 
was that Hutchinson should have gone home with so 
many good names to petitions; it will do you no good, 
but much harm I fear. 

I beg to hear as often from you as business permits. 
It is not trifling to write or speak upon affairs at 
this time of imminent danger. Politicks should be 
the theme of the day; and our dreams at night should 
be of the hapless situation of our country. However, 
bad as it is, if Boston does but persevere, and be 
prudent, h.er sisters and neighbours will work out 
her salvation, without taking the musket. Unanimity 
must be our leading star 

As long as there was hope for the salvation of American rights 

without taking the musket, Brewton himself persevered in the 

See p.22. 

56 
Miles Brewton to Josiah Quincy, July 12, 1774, In Ameri¬ 

can Archives, 4th ser., I, 534. 
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struggle, and as has been said above he was a member of the 

Council of Safety in 1775. But when it became certain that 

there would be war, Brewton left his native state. The ship 

57 
on which he sailed never reached port. 

The historians of the Revolution in South Carolina are 

not in agreement as to the attitude of the people of the low 

country. The views of Ramsay, a participant in the ¥far and 

one of the so-called "virtuous few,"00 are that the number of 

slaves and the extent of the unprotected seacoast influenced 

some persons to prefer submission to war, that the "selfish 

among the merchants and planters" wished for the return of 

business, that a "few persons in the colony hated republican 

government," but that despite all of these things, the majori¬ 

ty of the people, including the "main body" of the merchant 

and planter classes "most heartily concurred with the popular 

measures," and that "no revolution was ever effected with 

greater unanimity, or with more order and regularity." Ramsay 

characterized the advocates of the royal government as "the 

ignorant, the selfish, and the timid." Despite Ramsay’s 

personal knowledge of conditions in South Carolina, his poli¬ 

tics necessitates caution in accepting his opinions. In 

57 McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp.183-184. 

58 „ 
See p. £58. 

59 
David Ramsay, The History of the Revolution of South- 

Carolina, from a British Province to an Independent State 
(hereinafter cited as Ramsay, Rev.~ of S. C.), I, 78-80. 
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contrast to Ramsay’s views are those of General MeGrady, who 

wrote long after the Revolution but in an atmosphere of tradi¬ 

tions connected therewith. Typical of McCrady’s ideas are 

such statements as "The two influential classes in Charlestown 

--the merchants and planters-=were opposed to the war" and 

"had Lord William[Governor Campbell grasped the situation and 

appealed openly and boldly to the upper country, there is lit¬ 

tle reason to doubt but that the merchants in Charlestown and 

the planters on the coast would have risen with them and over- 

thrown the Council of Safety and their government."ou 

The difficulty of determining the attitude of the people 

of South Carolina at the outbreak of the Revolution is that 

not enough have left a record of their personal feelings. 

Moreover, it was a long time between the meeting of the Pro¬ 

vincial Congress in June, 1775, and the Battle of Port Moul¬ 

trie, during which time an individual’s sentiment might fluc¬ 

tuate. The lack of organized opposition to the revolutionary 

measures cannot be considered a sign of general approval of 

such measures. Ramsay admits that "several in private, no 

doubt complained," though he adds, "but they contented them¬ 

selves with secret murmurings.Of these "secret murmur- 

ings," which may not have been so private as Ramsay suggests, 

a very important authentic case has been recorded. Tacitus 

S. C,. in Rev. , 1775-1780, pp.39-40. For further discus¬ 
sion of this statement see p. 107. 

61 
Ramsay, Rev, of S. C., I, 78 
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Gaillard, a prominent planter of St. Matthew’s Parish, was a 

member of the Provincial Congress in June, 1775. In August of 

that year he 'was among the dissatisfied, and apparently he was 

the person whom the Reverend William Tennent said was having a 

an 
bad influence on that parish. Drayton and Tennent, when on 

their journey to the back county, visited Tacitus G-aillard 

and gave the following account: nWe spent some hours at Col, 

Gaillard’s and we flatter ourselves the visit had a good ef¬ 

fect. It is to be hoped, he has not delivered himself in pub- 

63 
lie so warmly, as he expressed himself to us. Tacitus 

Gaillard was elected to the Provincial Congress that met in 

/? A 

the early part of 1776, but he declined to serve.This ac¬ 

tion suggests a disapproval of the Provincial Congress, but 

Gaillard cannot be classed as a Loyalist, for in October, 

1776, v/e find him acting as quartermaster general of the South 

65 
Carolina troops. 

A number of persons carefully avoided taking part in rev¬ 

olutionary proceedings, particularly during the winter of 

1775-1776. At the very time that a constitution was being 

62 
"A Fragment of a Journal Kept by Rev. William Tennent 

. . .:1 (hereinafter cited as Tennent’s Journal) in Gibbes, 
Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, p.226. 

Drayton and. Tennent to the Council of Safety, Aug.7, 
1775, In Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, p.128. 

64 
Journal of the S. C. Provincial Congress, Feb. 14, 1776, 

in American Archives, 4th ser., V, 570. 

65 
Journal of the S. C. General Assembly, Oct. 14, 1776, In 

American Archives, 5th ser.. Ill, 63. 
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debated, the Provincial Congress was handicapped by members’ 

absenting themselves. Service in the legislature had always 

been distasteful to planters as It kept them away from their 

work, but in February, 1776, so many were absent that one sus¬ 

pects that a dislike of the proceedings was the main cause. 

The Provincial Congress finally had to order twenty-two mem¬ 

bers to attend. Among these were Gabriel Capers, Elias Ball, 

Jr., Theodore C-aillard, Jr., John C-aillard, Phillip Porcher, 

r* r* 

Benjamin C-arden, and Hezekiah Maham.00 The failure of the 

first six of these to attend might easily be attributed to 

loyalism, for they were to be connected with the British side 

after the fall of Charleston. But such reasoning meets an ob¬ 

stacle in the fact that Hezekiah Maham, after the fall of 

Charleston, became one of Marion's most valuable officers. 

Another example of the refusal of prominent men to take part 

in the revolutionary government was the resignation of two im¬ 

portant militia officers, namely, Lieutenant Colonel George 

Padon-Bond and Major John Laroche of the Berkeley and Colleton 

67 
regiments respectively. The former of these men has not 

The others were Peter Leger, Richard Walter, Benjamin 
Smith, John Izard, James Akin, Charles Elliott, Robert Ladson, 
Peter Sinchler, George Haig, William Skirving, Thomas Horry, 
Capers Boone, Elias Horry, Jr., Thomas Tucker and Isaac Mc¬ 
Pherson. Journal of the 8. C. Provincial Congress, March 22, 
1776, in American Archives, 4th ser., V, 598. With the excep¬ 
tion of Thomas Horry and Elias Horry, Jr., none of these have 
been considered Loyalists. 

67 
Journal of the Second Council of Safety, Lee. 9, 16, 

1775, in Coll. S. C. Hist. Soc., Ill, 70. 
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gone down in history as a Loyalist, but the latter accepted, a 

commission under the British after the fall of Charleston. 

’Alien the Constitution of 1776 went into effect, the com¬ 

missions of all of the justices of the peace were revoked and 

new commissions issued to those whom the revolutionary govern¬ 

ment chose to appoint. Out of the 347 justices of the peace 

on the list for 1775, the names of 147 do not appear on the 

68 
list for 1776. Death and appointment to other positions ac¬ 

count for 13 of those omitted,5'" but the remaining 134 were 

not reappointed presumably because of their opposition to the 

new government. An examination of these lists reveals two un¬ 

expected facts. In the first place, the proportion of jus¬ 

tices of the peace who were not reappointed is much higher for 

the low country than the back country. Thus Charleston Dis¬ 

trict had 140 justices in 1775, of which 67 were omitted from 

the list of 1776, in contrast to Ninety-Six District, where 

The South Carolina and American General Gazette (herein¬ 
after cited as S. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette), Jan. 13, 1775, 
April 10, 1776. 

69 
For example, two of those omitted were Thomas Sumter, 

who had accepted a commission in one of the regiments of regu¬ 
lar troops, and John Rutledge, who was president under the new 
government. 
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70 
only 23 out of 68 were omitted. In the second place, only 

40 out of the 134 are persons who were known to have been 

Loyalists. But whether the remaining 94 were Loyalists or 

merely conservatives, the fact that such a large number of the 

justices of the peace were not acceptable to the revolutionary 

government indicates a considerable amount of passive opposi¬ 

tion to that government. Incidentally, five of those omitted 

were restored to the list after the Battle of Port Moultrie. 

Nothing shows the conservative attitude of South Carolina 

more clearly than the position which her delegates to the Con¬ 

tinental Congress took respecting the Declaration of Indepen¬ 

dence. When the declaration was reported to Congress on 

June 28, the South Carolina delegates were opposed to it. Next 

day, in an effort to defeat it Edward Rutledge wrote John Jay 

as follows: 

70 
The figures for all the districts are: 

District No. of J. P.'s, 1775 No. Omit ted. 

Charleston 140 (4) 67 
Georgetown 41 (5) 19 (2) 
Cheraw 12 (4) 4 
Camden 59 (5) 14 
Orangeburg 30 (2) 8 (1) 
Ninety-Six 68 (8) 23 (2) 
Beaufort 25 4 
Total 375 139 
Counted Twice 28 5 

Net Total 3"47 134 

1776 

The compilation of these figures has been complicated by the 
fact that in 1775 a man was frequently named as a justice of 
the peace in several districts, while in 1776 he was appointed 
for only one. The figures in parentheses indicate the number 
that have been counted twice. Additional information may 
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A Declaration of Independence, the Form of a Confeder¬ 
ation of these Colonies, and a Scheme for a treaty 
with foreign Powers will be laid before the House on 
Monday. Whether we shall be able effectively to op¬ 
pose the one and infuse Wisdom into the other will 
depend in a great measure upon the exertions of the 
honest and sensible part of the Members. I trust you 
will contribute in a considerable degree to effect the 
Business and therefore I wish you to be with us. 

Edward Rutledge not only was opposed to independence but he 

feared that the proposed confederation would destroy all 

'‘Provincial Distinctions" and subject the colonies to the 

eastern provinces and their democratic political principles. 

With respect to the New England leaders he wrote: 

. . . I confess I dread their over ruling Influence in 
Council. I dread their low cunning, and those level¬ 
ing Principles which Men without Character and without 
Fortune in general possess, which are so captivating 
to the lower class of Mankind, and which will occasion 
such a fluctuation of Property as to introduce the 
greatest disorder. 

However, when Edward Rutledge found that in spite of his ef¬ 

forts the declaration would be carried, he decided to support 

it and persuaded three other South Carolina delegates to do 

the same. This meant exceeding their instruction, and 

cause slight revision of these figures, for it may be found 
that some were left off the list of 1776 on account of death 
or for some other special reason. 

71 
Edward Rutledge to John Jay, June 29, 1776, in E. C. Bur¬ 

net, Letters of the Members of the Continental Congress, I, 
517. ' 

72 
Ibid., I, 517-518. 
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consequently the delegates were very apprehensive that their 

action would not meet the approval of the people at home. ^ 

But a very different attitude was exhibited when the news 

of the Declaration of Independence reached South Carolina. It 

was greeted with enthusiasm, for the victory at Port Moultrie 

had overcome for a time the fear that war would bring disas¬ 

ter. The reading of the Declaration of Independence at 

Charleston was made the occasion for an elaborate celebration. 

Shortly afterwards the presentation of the declaration to the 

General Assembly called forth formal expressions of endorse¬ 

ment. The Legislative Council declared its determination to 

maintain independence at every hazard, while the lov/er house 

stated its "unspeakable joy" at the opportunity of expressing 

satisfaction at being absolved from "subjection to George 

III." President John Rutledge's expressions were somewhat 

more guarded, but he said that the Declaration of Independence 

was "justifiable" and "unavoidable." Furthermore, he ex¬ 

pressed approval of the determination of the Legislative Coun¬ 

cil to maintain independence at every hazard. Such sentiments 

seem inconsistent with the previous and subsequent views of 

John Rutledge. General McCrady suggests that Rutledge was 

"carried away for the time by the natural elation of sentiment 

upon the victory of Fort Moultrie."’7^ 

/5 McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp.171-173. 

74 
Ramsay, Rev. of S. C., I, 174-176; McCrady, S. C. in 

Rev., 1775-1780, pp.178-183. ~ ” 
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Others, besides John Rutledge, were swept along by the 

spirit of the times. For example, under the inspiration of a 

stirring speech by William Henry Drayton, who had become chief 

justice, the grand jury of Charleston District included a con¬ 

gratulation on independence in its presentment. Among the 

members of this grand jury were Benjamin Baker, Christopher 

Fitzsimmons, Patrick Hinds, Charles Johnston, William Russell, 

and Stephen Townsend.^ Yet a fev; years later, these same men 

were signers of congratulatory addresses on British victo- 

76 
ries. Such contradictory expressions and conduct were to be 

characteristic of the Revolution in South Carolina. 

Why did South Carolina join the other colonies in the 

Revolution? Considering her prosperity, which war would cer¬ 

tainly damage if not destroy, her close relations with the 

mother country, her military weakness and the lack of under¬ 

standing between the low country and the back country, the ab¬ 

sence of any real injury to her from the navigation acts or 

from the imperial policy concerning western lands, and the 

fact that the parliamentary measures took the form more of 

threats for the future than immediate oppression, one wonders 

why the conservative element was not strong enough to prevent 

her from following the other colonies. This question is best 

answered by considering the alternative. There was no middle 

American Archives, 5th ser., II, 1047-1059. 

76 
See pp. 246-247. 
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course between joining the other colonies in a war for inde¬ 

pendence and absolute submission. The latter not only would 

have meant taxation by Parliament, but almost certainly would 

have resulted in the strengthening of the prerogative element 

in the provincial government, thus annulling all that the Com¬ 

mons House had gained in the preceding decade. Nor would sub¬ 

mission have insured immunity from warfare, for the coastal 

plantations were open to attack from American privateers, and 

the adjoining portions of North and South Carolina would have 

been the scene of plundering and raids, like the frontier be¬ 

tween Georgia and Florida. To continue to go the way of the 

other American colonies was the path of least resistance. 

C. Expressions of Loyalism 

The history of political events in the low country of 

South Carolina during the decade preceding the Revolution is 

the history of the rise of the Revolutionary party. The 

events of that decade furnish little material for a corre¬ 

sponding narrative of Loyalism. As has been pointed out, 

there was no Loyalist party whose rise may be traced. Never¬ 

theless, each step in the development of the Revolutionary 

party met with some opposition and called forth some expres¬ 

sion of disapproval. These expressions furnish an idea of the 

Loyalist position on the various issues. 

During the Stamp Act controversy the royal officials in 

South Carolina generally accepted the legal fiction that 

stamps could not be obtained, and allowed business to proceed 
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without them. However, Chief Justice Shinner refused to con¬ 

sider cases in court because the documents did not have the 

stamps required by lav;, on the grounds that "an impossibility 

must not be created by wrong," that the laws of England cannot 

be changed except by Parliament, and that obedience is due 

every statute "until the same Authority which ma.de the Act 

shall graciously see fit to alter or annul. 
n 77 

Equally as 

strong in his belief in the right of Parliament was the print¬ 

er Robert Veils, who said, ,SI wish to be under the jurisdic¬ 

tion of a British Parliament and not our little Provincial 

Senates aping the greatest Assembly in the World without know- 

78 
ledge, skill, power or any other requisite.f? But neither 

Shinner nor Wells were Americans. The attitude of the con¬ 

servative South Carolinian was represented by Henry Laurens, 

who shortly before the arrival of the stamps declared: "We in 

Carolina have now a glorious opportunity of standing distin¬ 

guished for our loyalty, which we have sometimes boasted of 

very much--an opportunity of standing single in the only^ause 

wherein singularity merits commendation--the cause of virtue." 

77 
The assistant judges not only overruled Shinnerrs deci¬ 

sion, but refused to allow it to be recorded in the court 
records. However, a copy of it was sent to the Board of Trade 
in England. PR, XXXI, 54. Shinner became very unpopular in 
South Carolina and in 1766 was removed from office by the 
Council on the grounds of unfitness. For a discussion of 
Shinner’s qualifications and removal see Wallace, Hist, of 
S. C., II, 71-73, 78-79. 

., Charlestown, Aug. 13, 1765 (MS, Robert Wells to _ 
Hew York Public Library, hereinafter abbreviated as KYPL), 
S. C. box 2. 



. 

. 

. 

. 
• 

• ■ ■ : 

, 
. 

.' 

. 

r • 



49 

Laurens was opposed to the stamp act but he was opposed also 

to "those inglorious feats of riot and dissipation which have 

been performed to the ho’ward of us." He believed that "se¬ 

ditious practices" might bring other acts of Parliament, that 

preventing the sale of the stamps would bring ruin to those 

engaged in commerce, and that "there remains nothing at pres¬ 

ent for us to do but to show a graceful obedience to the law 

until we can procure its annihilation in a constitutional way 

or to beat to arms." In the long run Laurens’ analysis was 

correct, for, though "seditious practices" succeeded in bring¬ 

ing about a repeal of the stamp act, such practices when sub¬ 

sequently used against the tax on tea led to the sending of an 

army to enforce the laws of Parliament. 

Throughout the series of controversies preceding the Revo¬ 

lution the voice of one South Carolinian was heard calling for 

compliance with the law. This man, William Wragg, has con¬ 

siderable claim to the distinction of being the greatest Loy¬ 

alist of South Carolina. Though educated in England, he was a 

native of the province. He was one of the wealthiest planters 

and a man of the greatest integrity and repute. In 1753 he 

had been appointed to the Council. Pie was subsequently sus¬ 

pended from that body on account of his criticism of Governor 

Lyttleton’s management of the Indian situation, but this does 

not seem to have affected his loyalty. Wragg first appeared 

as an opponent of the popular measures in 1765, when he 

Wallace, Life of Henry Laurens, pp.116-117. 
79 
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published a letter pointing out that in refusing to do busi¬ 

ness with Governor Boone, the Commons House was interfering 

with public credit and abandoning the back settlers to the 

Indians. In 1766, when the Commons House voted to erect a 

statue to William Pitt as a gesture of gratitude for the re¬ 

peal of the stamp act, William Wragg (then a member of the 

lower house) proposed that the statue be of King George III, 

but could not get a second to his motion. In spite of this he 

was reelected to the next assembly, but declined serving. At 

the time of the opposition to the Townshend duties Wragg op¬ 

posed non-importation. When his name was printed in a hand¬ 

bill as a non-subscriber, he answered in a dignified and mod¬ 

erate letter, claiming that being included in the handbill was 

"an honourable certificate; by representing me as one, upon 

whom neither Fear, Interest, or the prevailing Desire and 

seeming Security of swimming with the Stream, could operate to 

do Violence to his Judgment." He said also that the consti¬ 

tution and law defended his right to withhold his consent to 

measures discretionary in their nature of which he disap¬ 

proved. The loyalty of William Wragg did not escape the no¬ 

tice of the British government, for he was offered the posi¬ 

tion of chief justice of South Carolina and re-admission to 

the Council. However, he declined these honors, lest it 

should be said that "the hope of preferment" had influenced 

his conduct.0"'1 Of Wragg* s further resistance to the 

S. C. under Royal Gov * t., 
80 

MeGrady, pp.360-361, 586-587, 
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Revolution and of his tragic death more will be said. But it 

is not inappropriate here to point out his likeness to a great 

conscientious objector of another era, James L. Pettigru. 

Both were to oppose the course of the people of the state, yet 

the memory of both has been revered. 

The leader of the opposition to non-importation was not 

Wragg but William Henry Drayton, and in him the conservatives 

for the only time prior to 1780 had an aggressive champion. 

Using the signature "Freeman" he engaged in a battle of let¬ 

ters in the gazettes with Christopher Gadsden and John Mac¬ 

kenzie on the subject of non-importation. Drayton's main po¬ 

sition, as his pseudonym suggests, was that as a freeman he 

had a right to exercise his judgment in matters not prescribed 

by law. He pointed out likewise that the self-styled "General 

Committee on the Liberties of America," by its method of en- 

forcing the signing of the non-importation agreement, violated 

the liberty which it pretended to protect. Later in the con¬ 

troversy Drayton advanced to the position that non-importation 

was "confederacy," which did injury to innocent parties, and 

therefore was illegal. Unfortunately, neither the letters of 

"Freeman" nor those of his opponents are of the first order, 

for trivial personalities form a large part of the subject 

matter, and the arguments on constitutional issues lose much 

606-607, 655; Ramsay, Hist. of S. C., II, 532-538; Biographi¬ 
cal sketch by James G. deR. Hamilton in The Dictionary of 
American Biography . . . XX, 541-542; Wallace, Hist. of 
S. C., II, 97; S. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, June 27-July 4, 
Sept. 6-13, Sept. 18-25, 1769, Jan. 24-31, 1770. 
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of their force from being drawn out rather than being terse 

and to the point. Drayton, naturally, did not sign the non¬ 

importation agreement, and consequently his name was printed 

in a handbill as one with whom subscribers of the agreement 

should not do business. Drayton countered with an appeal to 

the Assembly, representing that he was illegally prevented 

from selling his commodities, and was precluded from seeking 

redress in the courts because a majority of the judges, by 

signing the non-importation agreement, had disqualified them¬ 

selves. This was Drayton’s ablest maneuver, but it came to 

nought as his petition was neither read before the Assembly 

nor recorded in its journal. Drayton published one letter at¬ 

tacking the Wilkes fund and then sailed for Europe. Though 

beaten he was not completely silenced, for while in London he 

reprinted the letters of "Freeman."'-^ 

Drayton returned to South Carolina in April, 1772, his 

opposition to non-importation having won the reward of a seat 

on the Council. Yet in less than a year and a half he was 

supporting the Commons House against the placeman members of 

William Henry Drayton, The Letters of Freeman, in par¬ 
ticular pp.62-65, 97, 231-236. This work contains also let¬ 
ters by Wragg, Gadsden and Mackenzie. Drayton’s opposition to 
non-importation has been treated at length in Schlesinger, Co¬ 
lonial Merchants, pp.202-206, and McCrady, S. C_. under Royal 
Gov’t., pp.651-658, 662-664. I have made use of both, but am 
inclined to prefer McCrady's evaluation of the letters, i.e., 
"They fail utterly to rise to the height of the argument the 
occasion demanded." Ibid., p.658. For refusal of the As¬ 
sembly to allow Drayton's petition to be read, see Journal of 
the Commons House of Assembly of South Carolina (hereinafter 

v 

cited as HJ),^Dec. 5, 1"69. 
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OO 

the Council,and in another year he came forward as a cham¬ 

pion of the rights of the colonies, by publishing a famous 

pamphlet entitled "A Letter from 'Freeman' of South Carolina 

to the Deputies of Forth America . . . ro It will be noted 

that though he had changed sides he continued to use his old 

signature ''Freeman. In this pamphlet Drayton denounced the 

"five acts" of Parliament, drew up a "Bill of American Rights," 

and, most important of all for its immediate effect, attacked 

the placeman judges and Council members of South Carolina. 

This led to a controversy which lasted several months and 

ended in Drayton’s being removed from the Council.0 

Briefly the issue was as follows: The Commons House and 
Council were at a deadlock because the former refused to pass 
any appropriation act unless it provided for payment of the 
Wilkes fund. Moreover, the act levying import duties would 
expire two years after the "next session," and as no meeting 
of the Assembly was counted as a session unless one act was 
passed, it was the strategy of the Council to refuse to pass 
any act until the Commons House gave in about the Wilkes fund. 
In 1773 the law against counterfeiting coins expired, and the 
Council refused to reenact it. Drayton and the other Caro¬ 
linians favored passing it, and when outvoted by the placeman 
members they published a protest. The placeman members tried 
to punish the printer, which caused a lengthy controversy. 
The attorney general, Sir Egerton Leigh, published in London a 
pamphlet connected with the incident. This v/as answered by a 
pamphlet, of which Drayton is thought to have been the author. 
McCrady, S_. _C . under Royal Gov't. , pp. 710-722. 

This pamphlet is printed in Gibbes, Doc. Hist♦, 1764-1776, 
pp.11-39. 

04 

Drayton claimed that he had stood for personal liberty 
against non-importation in 1769 and now opposed not British 
taxation but British oppression. He said, "I do not change my 
ground, because I in turn face opposite quarters making the 
attack." Ibid., pp.12-13. 

McCrady, £>. C_. under Royal Gov' t. , 
85 

pp. 748-751, 779-782. 
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In their remonstrance requesting Drayton’s removal, the 

placemen stated that on principles of law and justice they 

might easily answer the arguments in 'freeman1 s!! letter but they 

could not "condescend to enter the lists with so impotent a 

railer."®° Yet a few days afterwards a pamphlet was printed 

entitled "Some Fugitive Thoughts on a Letter Signed Freeman." 

It was signed "By a Back Settler" and bore the date line 

o*7 
Keowee, September 25, 1774. The nature of the contents 

points to one of the placeman judges or one of their friends 

as the author, for it is most certainly not an expression of 

back country sentiment. The author was either a lawyer or a 

person of considerable education, since the arguments are re¬ 

plete with legal and historical references. It Is the most 

important presentation of the British side written in South 

Carolina prior to 1780. Drayton and Wragg in 1769 had for the 

most part confined the constitutional part of their letters to 

non-importation, but this pamphlet goes to the fundamental is¬ 

sue and upholds the right of Parliament to legislate on all 

matters for the colonies. The high points of the constitu¬ 

tional arguments are that the sovereignty of Parliament over 

all the British dominions is so essential to the British con¬ 

stitution that the riglit to tax "cannot be renounced without a 

"The Remonstrance of Thomas Knox Gordon, Esq., Chief Jus¬ 
tice, and Charles Mathews Cosslett, Esq., One of the Justices 
of His Majesty's Court of Common Pleas, in the Province Afore¬ 
said, Sept. 21, 1774, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, pp.39-41. 

87 
A town of the Cherokee Indians. 
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Confusion of Ideas and a treasonable Surrender;1' that ’'Free¬ 

man’s" strictures on the king, his ministers, and Parliament 

had a tendency to subvert the constitution; that the people 

who came to America did not bring the rights of Englishmen, 

for many Americans were Irish, Dutch, Swedes, and French, who 

if "Freeman’s" argument v/ere followed must retain the laws of 

their respective countries; that Americans had the rights of 

English subjects only because they settled on land claimed by 

England under the discoveries of Cabot; that America was not 

part of the king’s hereditary lands, but a share of the Brit¬ 

ish Empire over which the king had been given dominion by 

Parliament. 

"Some Fugitive Thoughts on a Letter Signed Freeman" is 

not only a rebuttal of Drayton’s constitutional arguments, but 

of his personal attacks as well. Drayton had divided the judges 

into two classes, "the one, men of property--the other, men 

without visible shadow of independence," and. attributed the 

granting of writs of assistance by the placeman judges to their 

OO 
fear of losing their positions. ^ This was answered with the 

accusation that the former assistant judges in evading the 

granting of writs of assistance had violated the law either 

88 
Some Fugitive Thoughts on a Letter Signed Freeman, pn.3, 

6, 10, "'18. 

89 
"A Letter from ’Freeman’ of South Carolina to the Depu¬ 

ties of llorth America . . .1 in G-ibbes, Doc. Hist. , 1764-1776, 
p. 21. 
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because of self interest or lack of legal training."0 More 

severe were his remarks about Drayton, whose conversion to the 

popular side he explained as due to disappointment at not ob¬ 

taining appointment to office. He said also that Drayton had 

Q] 
gambled away his fortune while in England. 

The pamphlet closes with an appeal for an understanding 

between the colonies and the mother country, and with a warn¬ 

ing that ’’Imperial Rome, which once gave Law to the World, 

Qp 
fell by publick Discontents, as much as by Debauchery.” 

What must have been a very important paper portraying the 

conservative point of view was written by the president of the 

Chamber of Commerce, John Savage. Frequently, at the meetings 

of that organization, he expressed his disapprobation of the 

American measures, pointing out that "Innovations were against 

Some Fugitive Thoughts on a Letter Signed Freeman, 
pp.32-35. 

91 
Ibid., pp.10-11. It is true that while in England Dray¬ 

ton sought unsuccessfully to obtain the position of postmaster 
general, but he denied that his subsequent conduct was due to 
disgust over this failure. G-ibbes, Doc ♦ Hist. , 1764-1776, 
p.13. Schlesinger thinks Drayton's Americanism was aroused by 
the British policy of 1774. Colonial Merchants, p.202. How¬ 
ever, it must be remembered that Drayton began to change sides 
in August, 1773, and that the issue was the placemen. Though 
it is impossible to speak with certainty about a man's motives 
on such evidence, yet Drayton's attacks on the placemen sug¬ 
gest that his Americanism was aroused at seeing the judiciary 
and upper house of the legislature dominated by ”strangers" 
who came from England for the sake of the comparatively small 
salaries of / 200 and y300 sterling a year. See Drayton's re¬ 
marks in his letter to the Deputies of North America, C-ibbes, 
Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, p.20. 

92 
Some Fugitive Thoughts on a Letter Signed Freeman, pp. 

35-367" ~~~ " ' " “ 
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their own true Interests and those of Trade." Subsequently he 

reduced his thoughts on this matter to writing, giving at 

length the reasons for his opinions. This paper he presented 

to Governor Bull, "as a well wisher to Govt" Unfortunately 

Q *7 

this paper seems to have been lost.° 

One important effort was made by an Anglican clergyman to 

stem the tide of revolution. This effort was a sermon on the 

subject "the Christian Duty of Peaceableness," preached in 

1774 by the Reverend John Eulman, assistant rector of St. 

Michael's Parish. The effect of the sermon was disastrous to 

Bulman. Had he confined himself to a moderate statement of 

his main idea, i.e., submission to lawful authority, his 

friends would probably have been able to prevent any action 

against him. But he went further and indulged in a sarcastic 

attack on the radical leaders, by deploring that "every idle 

Projector" who could not govern his own household or pay his 

debts and "every silly Clown and illiterate Mechanic" should 

take it upon himself to censure his prince. As a result of 

this sermon Bulman was removed by his congregation, but the 

vote was close and was taken only after several conservatives 

had left the meeting in disgust. Moreover, efforts were made 

for Bulman’s reinstatement, and he remained in Charleston for 

several months before giving up the struggle and sailing for 

kngland. This incident is very important in that it indicates 

S3 
ALT, 

the war. 
LII, 62. Many of Lull's papers were destroyed during 
See p.155. 
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the division of sentiment in Charleston at that time. But¬ 

man1 s removal was carried by a vote of forty-two to thirty- 

three; seventy-four persons signed an address to the vestry 

for his reinstatement; eighty-seven persons signed an appeal 

to the Lay Commission against the action of the vestry; on his 

departure eighty persons signed a memorial of appreciation and 

94 
forty-one contributed to a purse raised for him.1'' Prom this 

we may infer that the conservatives formed a strong minority 

in St. Michael’s congregation. 

The rector of St. Michael’s, the Reverend Robert Cooper, 

likewise got into trouble with his congregation. In February, 

1775, he refused to observe the day of "humiliation and 

prayer" ordered by the Provincial Congress. A move to deprive 

him of his living failed by only a few votes. Thereafter he 

was cautious of his language, but continued to pray for the 

king at public prayer. He did this on the day of the Battle of 

Port Moultrie and on the following Sunday was dismissed by the 

95 
vestry. 

Prayers for the king also brought trouble on another 

clergyman, the Reverend Alexander Hewatt of the Scotch Presby¬ 

terian Church at Charleston. It was not until August 3, 1776, 

that he was ordered not to pray for the king. He complied by 

making a slight change, praying for "those in Lav/ful Authority 

■" McCrady, S. C_. under Royal Gov’ t. , pp.752-755; ALT, LIV, 
85, 89, 91; DaTcho, An nlstorical Account of the Protestant 
Episcopal Church in South Carolina, pp.201-205. 

95 
ALT, LII, 585-586; Ontario Archives, pp.1228-1230. 
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over us,” which also occasioned great offense. However, he 

was allowed to remain until 1777, when he was forced to leave 

the state for refusing the oath of abjuration."0 

It will be noted that formal presentations of the Loyal¬ 

ist side (such as letters, pamphlets and speeches) were not 

very numerous. However, there is reason to believe that the 

issues were thoroughly covered in informal discussion. Josiah 

Quincy of Massachusetts has left a famous description of such 

a conversation. Quincy visited Charleston in the spring of 

1773. This visit was ostensibly for health, but almost cer¬ 

tainly for political reasons. While there he met the leading 

persons, and on one occasion attended a dinner with a large 

company at the home of Miles Brewton. As Quincy records, 

’’Politics started before dinner.” The leading spirit was a 

’’hot, sensible, flaming tory," Mr. Thomas Shirley, a native of 

Britain. Shirley, apparently suspecting the political nature 

of Quincy’s visit, made some very stimulating observations, to 

the effect that Lngland. would be better off without the colo¬ 

nies, particularly those north of New York; that England com¬ 

mitted ”a capital political blunder” in not ceding Canada to 

France; that the political writings of the colonies except 

those of Virginia would not bear examination; that Massachu¬ 

setts was aiming at the sovereignty of the continent, and that 

if the colonies shook themselves free from British authority 

they would have governors sent them from Boston. Others 

96 ALT, LIII, 590. For the oath of abjuration see p. 164 
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present began to take sides, when the call to dinner ended the 

97 
discussion. 

There arc other indications that the British side was de¬ 

fended in private discussions. Several persons offered in 

support of their claim for compensation from the British gov¬ 

ernment after the war the fact that they had expressed loyal 

sentiments in conversation. Thus Lieutenant Governor Bull 

said that in conversation John Davies frequently expressed 

himself against the American measures, and similarly Dr. -Alex¬ 

ander Garden testified that in conversations Thomas Phepoe and 

98 
Robert Williams expressed themselves as Loyalists. James 

Brisbane asserted as a proof of his loyalty that in 1775 he 

had "maintained that Carolina was subject to British Acts of 

Parliament," which assertion was supported by his former pas¬ 

tor, the Reverend Alexander Eewatt, who testified that in con- 

99 
versation Brisbane appeared to have been a Loyalist. As 

feelings became more intense, it became dangerous for persons 

to criticize the measures of the Revolutionary party. Paul 

Hamilton by "talking against the Americans and preventing 

people from signing a paper" is said to have "rendered himself 

97 
Ic Grady, Q o t 

n 

Memoirs of the Life 
under Royal Gov1t., pp 

of Jo si ah Quincy, Jun., 
705-707; Quincy, 

pp. 101-102. 

98 
ALT, LII, 21, 59; LIY, 68. 

99 
y Bh, LIII, 362, 390. See p. 68 
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obnoxious," with the result that he sailed for the Bermudas in 

July, 1775.100 

More of the flavor of such conversations has been pre¬ 

served in the case of Charles Webb of St. Paul's Parish, for 

the very words attributed to him have been recorded. On the 

day that the news of Lexington arrived he said "That he wou'd 

go home ^England) & get a Commission & come Out & fight 

against the Americans." This remark was made first in a 

Charleston tavern and repeated when he was questioned about it 

shortly afterwards. On another occasion, he wished that the 

delegates sailing for Philadelphia would be captured by men- 

of-war and carried to England as rebels, "for he thought them 

more so than Ever the Scotch were." He resorted to ridicule 

in suggesting "how Pretty the Foolish Rascals of Property 

wou'd Look" when their lands and negroes were forfeited to the 

king, claiming that he could take the whole province with a 

regiment of the "Kings Soldiers" for the Americans would, not 

fight. Pie said it was a "Pit'y their was not a Gallows in 

Charlestown [large enoughto hang all the Americans in a 

String." He touched on the prominence of the mechanics in the 

Revolutionary party by calling the committee at Charleston a 

"Lousey Sett," "Blackgards," and "a Sett of Mechanical, Igno¬ 

rant Rascals" consisting of "Butchers, Taylers & coblers." 

Lieutenant Governor Bull was blamed for "being so Inactive" 

100 ALT, LVI, 16, 19. 
Association. 

This paper was almost certainly the 
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and called a "Damd Fool" for not hoisting the king's standard 

so that he might know who were "Friends to the Government" and 

who were not. For these alleged remarks, his having made them 

having been sworn to by four witnesses, Webb was declared an 

enemy to America and an object of public resentment. He first 

went to Georgia, but being threatened by a mob there he de- 

101 
parted for England. 

With the formation of the revolutionary government loyal 

expressions were stifled. It was not until the British gained 

control of Charleston In 1780 that the Loyalist side was ade¬ 

quately expressed. 

D. The Suppression of Loyalism 

One of the most important measures passed by the Provin¬ 

cial Congress in June, 1775, was a resolution that all the in¬ 

habitants be called on to sign an "association." This was a 

pledge to support the Provincial Congress with life and for¬ 

tune and to consider all those who refused to sign inimical to 

1 0? 
the liberties of the colonies. This was an effective meth¬ 

od of inducing the people to commit themselves to the revolu¬ 

tionary government without expressly renouncing their alle¬ 

giance to the king. Though details are lacking. It seems that 

most of the people in the rural parishes of the 1ow country 

"Papers of the First Council of Safety of the Revolu¬ 
tionary Party In South Carolina, June-November, 1775," In 
SCHGM, I (1900), 62-64; ALT, LVI, 335-340. 

102 
Drayton, Memoirs, I, 285-286. 
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signed. At Beaufort, everyone signed, except the collector of 

1 03 
customs, Nicholas Lechmere. In Charleston, the signing was 

well enforced, for only the crown officers and four or five 

104 
individuals dared to refuse. However, as one Loyalist ex¬ 

pressed it, many signed as they would, submit to a "Highwayman 

who held a pistol to their Breast," and some are said to have 

made the reservation that it was not to affect their alle- 

giance to the king. Certainly Robert Cooper, the rector of 

St. Michael’s, made such a reservation. It was allowed to 

stand for a while, but after about three months he was forced 

to erase the condition under the threat of being considered an 

enemy;*-^ Dr. Alexander Garden, who was sick in bed at the 

time, signed without reading, at the same time saying that if 

107 
it contained anything treasonable he would renounce it. 

Some, James Carsan for instance, pretended that the Associa- 

"I AO 

tion was merely a pledge not to import goods, ° while others 

claimed it was for defense against a slave insurrection. In 

D. DeSaussure to Henry Laurens, Sept. 17, 1775, in "Pa¬ 
pers of the First Council of Safety of the Revolutionary Party 
in South Carolina, June-November, 1775", SCHGM, I (1900), 284. 

ALT, LIII, 92. Ramsay says that all signed except about 
forty, most of whom were crown officers. Rev, of S. £., I, 42. 

105 
Mr. Milligen's Reoort of the State of South Carolina, 

Sept. 15, 1775, PR, XXXV, 231. 

106 

107 

108 

Ontario Archives, 

ALT, V, 225. 

Ibid.., LIII, 384. 

p.1228. 
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general, signing it was not regarded as a blot on a person’s 

109 
loyalty. However, after the war, James Simpson said that 

he regarded signing the Association as the most criminal of 

all things which Loyalists in South Carolina were induced to 

do under threats, because if it had been "firmly resisted at 

first, a check would have been given to the Violent Proceed¬ 

ings .11 

On July 22 those who had refused to sign were summoned 

before the G-eneral Committee to explain why. Twenty-two per¬ 

sons appeared, most of whom were officers. But among them was 

the highly respected William Wragg. When asked to explain his 

reason for not signing, Wragg took the position that he had a 

right to exercise his own judgment even though it might differ 

from the general sentiments of the people. He had many 

friends among the Revolutionary party and there was a long de¬ 

bate as to what should be done with this most prominent citi¬ 

zen who defied the new government. An effort was made to in¬ 

duce him to take an oath of neutrality, but he refused this. 

He was then ordered to confine himself to his plantation on 

the Ashley River. When the crown officers were asked to ex¬ 

plain their refusal to sign, they gave various reasons, such 

as duty, honor, allegiance to the king, and some said that to 

sign it would be perfidy and perjury. Dr. Milligen, chief 

surgeon for the king's forces in South Carolina, went on board 

109 
Ibid., Lilt, 92, 390. 

110 
Ibid., LIII, 383. 
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a vessel immediately after this interview and soon sailed for 

England. Other officers after refusing to take an oath of 

neutrality were confined, to Charleston and ordered to deliver 

up their arms. Alexander Innes, the secretary of Governor 

Campbell and formerly an officer in the British army, sent his 

arms to a ship in the harbor and then told the committee that 

if he gave up his sword he would deserve to have it broken 

over his head. In consequence he was compelled to leave the 

town and go on board the vessel himself. The others com- 

ii 111 plied. 

On August 23, the General Committee ordered the names of 

the non-associators published as enemies. The list was as 

follows: 

William Wragg 
Thomas Knox Gordon, chief justice 
Edward Savage, assistant judge 
Charles Mathews Cosslett, assistant judge 
John Fewtrell, assistant judge 
William Gregory, assistant judge 
Thomas Skottowe, secretary of the province 
James Simpson, attorney general 
Alexander Innes, secretarv of Governor Campbell 
George Roupel, deputy post-master general 

for Southern Department 
Robert Dalway Haliday, collector for port of 

Charleston 
Colonel Frobart Howarth, governor of Pt. Johnson 
James Trail, clerk of Court of Common Pleas in 

Charleston 

111 
Wallace, Hist. of S. C.., II, 130-131; Drayton, Memoirs, 

I, 313-317; Mr. Milligen's Report of the State of South Caro¬ 
lina, Sept.15, 1775, PR, XXXV, 236-241; Innes to Laurens, 
Jan.2, 1775, in "Papers of the First Council of Safety of the 
Revolutionary Party in South Carolina. June-November, 1775," 
SCHGM, I (1900), 194. 
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Richard Lambton, deputy auditor general 
Dr. George Milligen Johnson, chief surgeon for 

the king’s forces in the province 
John Morris, comptroller of the customs 
Robert McCulloch, deputy collector for port of 

Charleston 
John Morgridge, waiter for port of Charleston 
William Rhodes, waiter for port of Charleston 
Mark Walkman, position not known 
White Outerbridge, retired army lieutenant 
John Cart, position unknown-'- 

There was one person in the province who did not sign 

against whom no attempt at discipline was made. This was the 

lieutenant governor, William Bull. He had retired to his 

plantation on Ashley River. When some members of the General 

Committee brought the Association for his signature he told 

them that he wished as well for the country as any man but 

that on account of his position even they would look upon him 

in an ”odd light" were he to subscribe.--*-^ 

Thomas Irving, the receiver general, refused to sign the 

Association but shortly afterwards left Charleston to take a 

sea voyage for his health. He was captured near the Bahama 

Islands by Commodore Hopkins and carried to Connecticut. 

There he was held as prisoner on parole until 1777, when he 

was allowed to return to South Carolina. 

112 
Drayton, 

Sept. 1, 1775. 
Memoirs, I, 514; S. 

115 
Drayton, Memoirs, I, 317. 

C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, 

114 
ALT, LVI, 450-452; Parole of Governor Brown, etc.. 

Prisoners taken by Admiral Hopkins, April 12, 1776, in Ameri¬ 
can Archives, 4th ser., V, 867. 
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One of the most important of the officers escaped in May, 

1775. This was the superintendent of Indian affairs for the 

Southern Department, John Stuart. As soon as the news of the 

commencement of hostilities at Lexington arrived, the people 

of South Carolina became apprehensive that war would mean 

massacres of women and children by the Indians. It was known 

that John Stuart had great influence with the Indians, and ru¬ 

mors were circulated that he meant to incite them to attack 

the frontier settlements. Fearing for his safety, Stuart fled 

from Charleston to his plantation on Lady’s Island. However, 

hearing that plans were made to seize him, he went to Savannah 

and finally to Florida. Modern research has exonerated Stuart 

and shown that his policy was to keep the Indians attached to 

the British but not use them in indiscriminate warfare. How¬ 

ever, at the time, the rumors were believed and Stuart's repu¬ 

tation was under a cloud for many years. The Council of Safe¬ 

ty had his estate in South Carolina held as security, and 

moreover, his wife and daughter were restricted to their house 

as hostages. In February, 1776, or shortly afterwards, Mrs. 

Stuart excaped to Florida. Her son-in-law, Edward Fenwick, 

was arrested on suspicion of having assisted in the escape. 

Tin 
Apparently he soon was released. ^ 

Philip M. Hamer, "John Stuart's Indian Policy during the 
Early Months of the American Revolution," in Mississippi Val¬ 
ley Historical Review, XVII (Dec., 1930), 351-356; Wallace, 
Hist. of S. _C., II , ”"125-126, 150n; Fairfax Harrison, The 
John’s Island Stud (South Carolina), 1750-1788, p.42; William 
Moultrie, Memoirs of the American Revolution, so far as it 
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One of the most troublesome persons with whom the Council 

of Safety had to deal was James Brisbane. He was a planter in 

Beaufort District who at times resided in Charleston, and was 

a person of some prominence. He signed the Association in 

June, but afterwards claimed that it was not binding and obli¬ 

gated him only to oppose a slave insurrection, not to fight 

British troops. In October, 1775, he was called before the 

Council of Safety and told that he could withdraw his signa¬ 

ture. Shortly afterwards he was advertised as a ’’Proper Object 

for the Resentment of the People" and advised to leave within 

a week. He went to Savannah, but was not allowed to remain 

there and returned to his plantation until February, 1776, 

when he was paroled to John's Island. 'Alien the British fleet 

appeared off Charleston in June, he refused to bear arms, and 

in consequence was fined heavily and imprisoned. He remained 

in prison until October, 1776, when he was released after tak¬ 

ing an oath of fidelity to the state. Thus he was forced into 

a temporary submission, but he remained a Loyalist at heart 

and gave trouble later. It was the opinion of a prominent 

Loyalist that James Brisbane's "Disputatious Temper' largely 

v/as responsible for the persecution he suffered. ~xo 

related to the states of North and South Carolina, and Geor¬ 
gia ... I, 122-123; D.L. Huger Smith, "An Account of the 
Tattnall and Fenwick Families in South Carolina," in SCHGM, 
XIV (1913), 12. 

”1 1 A 

ALT, LIII, 362-364; S. C. Gazette, Nov. 7, 1775; James 
Brisbane to Henry Laurens, Jan. 27, 1776, in "Papers of the 
First Council of"Safety of the Revolutionary Party in South 
Carolina, November 1775-March 1776," SCHGM,“IV (1903), 10-12; 
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Among the Loyalists imprisoned at Charleston were John 

Dunn and Benjamin Booth Boote. These two men were inhabitants 

of Rowan County, North Carolina, where the former was a jus¬ 

tice of the peace and the latter a deputy attorney for the 

crown. They had been arrested by the committee for Rowan 

County in July, 1775, on the charge of attempting to defeat 

the Association, and had been sent to South Carolina for safe¬ 

keeping. They were imprisoned for a time and afterwards re¬ 

leased on parole. In September, 1776, they were allowed to 

117 
return to North Carolina. 

One of the tasks confronting the revolutionary government 

was the enforcement of the resolutions of the Continental Con¬ 

gress respecting non-exportation. Probably a great many of 

the planters felt aggrieved at being restricted in the selling 

of their rice and indigo. There was a great deal of clan¬ 

destine trading in the neighborhood of Beaufort. This was 

difficult to prevent, as the region was very close to Savan¬ 

nah, where the revolutionary government was slow in getting 

James Brisbane to Henry Laurens, Get. 6, 1775, and Henry 
Laurens to James Brisbane, Oct. 6, 1775, in "Papers of the 
First Council of Safety of the Revolutionary Party in South 
Carolina, June-November, 1775," SCHGM, II (1901), 169-170; 
Journal of the S. G. General Assembly, Oct. 15, 17, 18, 1775, 
in American Archives, 5th ser., III, 67, 77, 81. 

117 
Colonial Records of North Carolina (hereinafter cited 

as N. C. Col. Rees.), IX, 1074-1075, 1080; X, 92-95, 139, 
184-185, 305-307, 312, 339, 673-679, 793, 828-829; Journal 
of the Second Council of Safety, in Poll. S>. C_. Hist. Soc. , 
III, 174, 184; ALT, XLVIT, 410-411, 416. 
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control.110 In January, 1776, a vessel belonging to a Mr. 

Grove and others was seized by the committee for St. Helena 

Parish.119 On January 19, 1776, Henry Laurens wrote the com¬ 

mittee for St. Peter's Parish that if Adrian Mayer and James 

Gignilliat "persevere in open and obstinate opposition to the 

measures which we are pursuing" they were to be sent to jail 

1 on 
at Beaufort or to the one at Charleston. Hothing more is 

known of either of these cases, but as Adrian Mayer was con¬ 

tinued as a magistrate under the government established in 

121 
March, it is probable that he was not arrested at this time. 

Likewise, there was trouble in the neighborhood of George¬ 

town. In December, 1775, a vessel which v/as loading rice at 

the wharf of Colonel Daniel Horry was seized by the Georgetown 

committee. The committee for St. James Santee was suspected 

of being very lax about such matters. Apparently Philip Tidy- 

man had bought a considerable quantity of rice from the plant¬ 

ers in that parish, and was preparing to ship it. Those in 

charge of the vessel, John Ellis and a man named Findly, 

shortly before had come under the suspicion of the General 

Committee at Charleston. ^ About the same time, the General 

118 
Journal of the Second Council of Safety, in Coll. S. C. 

Hist. Soc., III, 97, 117, 183. 

119 Ibid., III, 160-161. 

120 

121 

122 

Ibid., III, 197-198 

S. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, A_pril 10, 1776. 

Journal of the Second Council of Safety, in Coll. S. C. 
Hist. Soc. , III, 118, 145.,. Members of the George Town 
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Committee wrote the committee of St. Bartholomew that it had 

received information that a vessel was being illicitly loaded 

with rice in their parish by Edmund Bellenger, Jr. Among 

the vessels which were not allowed to sail from Charleston was 

124 
one of which Thomas Inglis_had an interest in the cargo. 

Another merchant who was caught attempting to evade the regu¬ 

lations was "John (son of Jonathan) Scott." 

The above are the principal instances that have been re¬ 

corded, but there must have been many cases which never were 

detected. It is interesting that several of the persons men¬ 

tioned above were later on in the war identified with the 

British side. 

The revolution was not to be carried through in South 

Carolina without mob action. In June occurred what is believed 

to have been the first instance of tar and feathering in South 

126 
Carolina. Two men, James Dealey and Laughlin Martin, in 

the course of a quarrel with another man, spoke against the 

Committee to the Council of Safety at Charleston, December, 
1775 (MS, 1JYPL), S. C. box 2. 

123 

Hist. 

124 

125 

Journal of the Second Council 
Soc., III, 205. 

Ibid., III, 51-52. 

Ibid., III, 101. 

of Safety, in Coll. S. C. 

126 
Th.rea.ts to tar and feather those who purchased from vio¬ 

lators of the non-importation agreement had been made in 1770, 
but no instances in which the threats were carried out have 
been recorded. S. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, June 29-July 4, 
1770. 
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1 P7 
General Committee. In consequence the secret committee or¬ 

dered that these two be tarred and feathered and carted 

through the town. This was done, and after being exposed in 

their wretched condition to the view of the people for half an 

hour the two victims were put on board a vessel bound for Eng¬ 

land. On publicly expressing his regrets, Martin was allowed 

128 
to land again, but James Dealey was sent away. 

A worse case of tar and feathering occurred on August 11 

or 12, the victim being George Walker, the gunner at Port 

Johnson. According to Walker he went on board a vessel from 

Philadelphia, in connection with his clearing her, and was 

asked by the master to drink ’’damnation to King George III and 

all the rascals about him." This he refused to do. On going 

ashore at Charleston, he was seized by a mob, carried to the 

exchange, and given a sham trial, at which Dr. Budd and a Mr. 

129 Ferguson presided. The court sentenced him to be put in a 

cart, stripped, tarred and feathered, carried through the 

streets, and pelted for five hours with whatever could be 

found in the streets, anrd pumped on for another hour, and then 

thrown off the wharf. After the sentence had been pronounced 

127 
This committee consisted of William Henry Drayton, 

Arthur Middleton, Charles Cotesworth Pinckney, Edward Weyrnan, 
and William Gibbes. 

128 
Drayton, Memoirs, I, 273-274, 300-302. 

129 
Probably Thomas Ferguson, a member of the Council of 

Safety and brother-in-law of Christopher Gadsden. For Budd 
see Johnson, Traditions, p.323-325. 
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he again was asked to drink the toast he had refused. It is 

probable that it was thought that the mere threat would be 

sufficient to make him submit. But instead of being intimi¬ 

dated Walker drank damnation to the rebels and hurled the bowl 

among the mob, whereupon they proceeded to carry out the bru- 

130 
tal sentence to the letter. He was carried through nearly 

every street in Charleston and by the houses of the leading 

non-associators, notably those of William Wragg, James Simp- 

son, Alexander Innes, Dr. Milligen,±OJ- and Thomas Irving. At 

the grog shop of Fenwicke Bull, a known Loyalist, the mob made 

the victim drink damnation to Bull and told the latter to 

charge the drink to Lord North. Walker said that his left eye 

was damaged by the tar, two ribs were broken when he was 

thrown off the wharf, and that he would have drowned if his 

1 
boat and crew had not been near, unperceived by the mob. ^ 

130 
Walker said afterwards that this action on his part 

probably was the reason for the "extraordinary severity" with 
which he was treated. 

131 
Dr. Milligen said that the mob was composed chiefly of 

the soldiers recently recruited, who he thought would never be 
good for anything but mobbing. He said that some of them sug¬ 
gested putting the "scoundrel Milligen" into the cart along 
side of Walker, and that a crowd of "three or four hundred 
snakes, hissing, threatening, and abusing" surrounded him, but 
that when he put his hand to his sword they gave way. Mr. 
Milligen*s Report of the State of South Carolina, Sept. 15, 
1775, PR, XXXV, 237-240. 

132 
ALT, LII, 90-91, 99-100; Drayton, Memoirs, II, 17. 

According to Drayton’s account, which is based on letters from 
Arthur Middleton and Peter Timothy, 'Walker was left at Dr. 
Milligen’s door and was not thrown off the wharf. 
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It is probable but not certain that there were other in¬ 

stances of tar and feathering in Charleston during this period 

of the Revolution. A British official in Florida wrote con¬ 

cerning conditions at Charleston that “Tarring and feathering, 

with every other act of violence, is daily committed."-LO° 

However, this statement must be discounted as it was based on 

3- 

herd's ay and not personal knowledge. John Morgridge, a waiter 

in the customs, said that when he attempted to perform his 

duty respecting a ship carrying tea, he was seized by a mob, 

and that they prepared "the discipline of Tar and. feathers," 

from which he was with difficulty rescued. Harry Michie 

said that during the period from January, 1775, to June, 1776, 

he wras "frequently Mobbed in the Public Streets and in short 

doomed to fall a victim to the inexorable Decree of the Tar 

and Feathering Club.11X00 All of these are probable happen- 
cr- % 

ings, but they lack corroberati^rg evidence. It is noteworthy 

that the victims of the mob were from the lower strata of 

society. Planters and prominent merchants were not treated 

thus. They were imprisoned or confined to their homes. But 

tbxe threat of mob violence was a powerful weapon for prevent¬ 

ing gentlemen from openly expressing disapproval of the 

133 
Frederick George Mulcaster to Brigadier General Grant, 

St. Augustine, Sept. 29, 1775, in American Archives, 4th ser., 
III, 836-837. 

134 
ALT, LV, 567. 

155 Ibid., LV, 575. 
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revolutionary government. Nevertheless, it was the opinion of 

Henry Laurens that the mob did more harm than good to the 

136 American cause. 

The rumor of an impending slave insurrection was used as 

an excuse by the revolutionary leaders to arm the militia in 

May, 1775. As a result of this agitation several negroes were 

arrested and examined before the General Committee. All were 

dismissed except two, and the evidence against these v/as in¬ 

sufficient for conviction. One of the accused vtras a free per¬ 

son of color, known as Jeremiah or Jerry, a pilot and owner of 

property worth over six hundred pounds sterling, some slaves 

included. In August he was again tried, this time in accord¬ 

ance with the negro act, i.e., by a court consisting of two 

magistrates and five freeholders. He was charged with supply¬ 

ing negroes with arms and advising them to escape and join the 

British. According to Governor Campbell another negro was 

hanged at the same time. Efforts were made by the Loyalists 

to save Jerry, but the mob told the governor that if he inter¬ 

fered they would erect the gallows in front of his house and 

compel him to hang the man with his own hands. According to 

the Loyalist, Dr. Milligen, Jerry was sacrificed merely to 

give credence to the rumors that the British intended to in¬ 

cite the negroes to revolt. Furthermore, he said the evidence 

against Jerry was obtained by threatening the witnesses, all 

of whom were slaves, and by assuring them that Jerry would 

Wallace, Hist, of S. C., II, 128. 



' xq~ 

. o Leoi-xe; A 

. . . , /; 

. ' -L jo /. ; •. . . o. ... 

, 

• • 

. 

1J l ■ t 

. 

tV\ lot, S /JB8 OJ 

. : 

• • 

. 



76 

only be whipped if convicted. Little information on this case 

can be obtained from Whig sources. Peter Timothy in writing 

to William Henry Drayton at the time said, "Jerry was hanged 

last Friday--more force was exerted for his being saved than 

would have been for you or.me." John Drayton, writing almost 

half a century later, said that the principal charge v/as that 

Jerry had said he would pilot the British ships across the 

Charleston Bar if they came. Dr. Milligen admitted that Jerry 

1 67 
was inclined to be of assistance to the king’s ships. 

Jerry’s knowledge of the harbor made him potentially a very 

dangerous weapon against the town. But the tone of Drayton’s 

comment leads one to think that many at the time and after¬ 

wards realized that this execution v/as not justified. 

After Governor Campbell had taken refuge on a warship in 

the harbor he was able to communicate with his friends in the 

town by means of negro fishermen. Scipio Handley, a negro who 

put in a claim to the British government for losses as a Loyal¬ 

ist, said that he carried letters for the governor several 

times. According to his account he was captured finally and 

imprisoned, but friends, hearing that he v/as to be hanged, 

gave him a file and he was able to escape. The Council of 

137 
Mr. Milligen’s Report of the State of South Carolina, 

Sept. 15, 1775, PR, XXXV, 232-234; Campbell to Dartmouth, 
Aug. 31, 1775, PR, XXXV, 191-204; Drayton, Memoirs, II, 24n; 
Timothy to Drayton, Aup;. 22, 1775, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 
1764-1776, p. 156; Wallace, Hist, of S. C., II, 128. 

138 
ALT, LIII, 166-171. 
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Safety finally took measures to stop the fishermen from visit¬ 

ing the British ships. 

Sullivan's Island, being commanded by the guns of the war 

vessels, became a refuge for runaway slaves. From this island, 

on one occasion at least, a party of men, both black and white, 

went out and plundered a neighboring plantation. A man named 

Robinson, who had charge of the pest house on Sullivan's 

Island, was said to have participated in this raid. In Decem¬ 

ber, 1775, an expedition was sent by the Council of Safety to 

Sullivan's Island. Several negroes were shot and four white 

men, three white women, and four negroes (men) were carried as 

prisoners to Charleston. The women were Mrs. Robinson, the 

wife of the keeper of the pest house, Mrs. Walker, the wife of 

the man who had been tarred and feathered, and Mrs. Farrow, 

the wife of a pilot. Incidentally, William Farrow, the hus¬ 

band of the Mrs. Farrow, was one of the signers of the con¬ 

gratulatory address to Clinton when Charleston was captured in 

1780. The prisoners seem to have been discharged except a mu¬ 

latto, John Swann, who was sent to the work house.About 

the seme time an expedition was sent to Morris Island, in 

which John Morgridge was captured. He was a waiter in the 

customs and had taken refuge on Morris Island after having es¬ 

caped from a mob at Charleston. On December 16 the Council of 

Journal of the S. C. Provincial Congress, Hov. 9, 1775, 
in American Archives, 4th ser., IV, 46-47. 

140 
Journal of the Second Council of Safety, in Coll. S. C. 

Hist. Soc., Ill, 62-63, 75, 84, 89, 103, 105, 145. 
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Safety ordered his arrest on suspicion of practices injurious 

to the colony. Exactly what these practices were is not 

stated, but he was confined in prison until March, 1777, when 

he was compelled to leave the state. 

In June, 1776, when the British fleet appeared off Charles¬ 

ton, all able-bodied men were summoned to duty. The Loyalists 

were compelled to work along with the Whigs in the tearing 

down of buildings and erecting of fortifications, though it 

was presumed that they did so very unwillingly. The men 

were called on also to bear arms, but several who had signed 

the Association refused to bear arms against the king. They 

were therefore imprisoned. These men were James Carsan, John 

Champneys, John Tunno, henry Michie, and James Brisbane. 

In general, it may be said that a revolutionary govern¬ 

ment was established in the low country without a great deal 

of violence and persecution. The principal instances of such 

have been related in this section. But the comparatively few 

instances in which resort was had to harsh measures served as 

a warning to would-be opposers of the Revolution. Therefore, 

it is evident that the Revolution could not have been accom¬ 

plished without violence. 

141 
ALT, LV, 567; Journal of the Second Council of Safety, 

in Coll. S. C. Hist. Soc., III, 89; Journal of the S. C. Gen¬ 
eral Assembly, April 11, Oct. 10, 1776, in American Archives, 
4th ser., \ 650, 5th ser.. Ill, 57 

142 
C. C. Pinckney to his mother, June 15, 1776, in Gibbes, 

Doc. Hist., 1776-1782, pp,3-4. 

*J / 7 

° Journal of the S. C. General .Assembly, Oct. 15, 1776, in 
American Archives, 5th sei ill, 67. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE OUTBREAK IN THE BACK COUNTRY 

A. The Regulator Movement and Back Country Grievances 

In the back country, the principal political events dur- 

ing the decade preceding the Revolution centered around the 

Regulator movement, an upheaval which grew out of the lack of 

courts. It has been pointed out that the back country was in¬ 

fested with vagrants and thieves who collected in gangs and 

terrorized the country. The thieves were harbored by some of 

the settlers, tavern keepers in particular, and had as allies 

some of the magistrates. The distance from the court at 

Charleston making it impossible to break up these gangs of 

thieves through the ordinary channels of law, the situation 

was met after the manner of the frontier. In 1767 groups of 

men calling themselves Regulators began whipping the vagrants 

and thieves and burning the houses of the harborers. When 

some of the persons so punished commenced actions In the 

courts against the Regulators, the latter resisted the serving 

of all processes issued from the court at Charleston.~ 

1 
Bull to Hillsborough, Sept. 10, 1768, PR, XXXII, 38-39. 
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Several deputy marshals were flogged for attempting to serve 

o 
warrants and levy on property in the back country. 

The provincial government regarded Regulation as insur¬ 

rection^ therefore Regulators were punished by fine and im¬ 

prisonment and compelled to pay damages to the persons they 

had flogged. Also several magistrates and militia officers 

who had participated in or encouraged the punitive activities 

A 
of the Regulators were deprived of their commissions." But 

the government lacked the military force to crush Regulation; 

so there was no battle of the Alamance in South Carolina. 

Furthermore it was realized that the Regulators were industri¬ 

ous settlers who had a just cause of complaint. The policy 

followed by the governor, therefore, was to seek to persuade 

the Regulators to return to an obedience to the law by means 

of proclamations and offers of pardon. Though this policy was 

CJ, July 29, Aug. 2, Aug. 26, 1768, XXXIV, 189-195, 
219-225. 

3 
S_. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, May 6, 1768; Bull to Hills¬ 

borough, Aug. *12, 1769 and'June 5, 1770, PR, XXXII, 91-94, 
263-264; also see below, p. 90. 

4 
Those who lost commissions were John Savage, Tacitus 

Gaillard, James Mayson, Robert Cunningham, Robert Bussard, 
Elisha Teigh, Jacob Fray, John Fulmore, Jacob Fulmore, and 
William Wofford. Council Journal, Feb. 22, 1769, in PR, III, 
589. The commissions of Savage, Gaillard, Mayson, Cunningham, 
and Wofford were restored. List of magistrates, S. C_. and Am. 
Gen. Gazette, Oct. 15, 1770 and Jan. 13, 1775; list of militia 
officers 1775, McCrady, _S. C_. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp.10-12. 
Since only field officers for the back country regiments are 
given, I am unable to determine whether or not the commissions 
of the other men mentioned above were restored. 
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partly successful, outbreaks continued to occur in 1768 and 

1769." 

One of these outbreaks requires special notice in this 

study as it gave rise to a term which was applied to the back 

country Loyalists during the Revolution. In 1769, Joseph Cof- 

fell, whose name the back settlers corrupted to Scofel, Scovil, 

and Scofield, was commissioned by Governor Montagu to arrest 

some Regulators in the neighborhood of ninety Six.~ To assist 

in these arrests Coffell raised a body of about a hundred men. 

Coffell himself was a man of questionable character and some 

of his men were said to have been former members of the gangs 

of horse thieves. Coffell assumed an air of great importance, 

claimed to be superior in rank to the magistrates and militia, 

officers, and, worst of all, impressed horses and provisions 

from the inhabitants, acts which were not authorised by his 

commission. Alarmed by these high-handed measures, a number 

of the settlers embodied and marched against Coffell's party. 

A bloody battle was averted by the arrival of three important 

militia officers. Colonels Richardson and Thomson and Major 

James MeGirt, who persuaded the two parties to disperse. 

Bull to Hillsborough, Sept. 10, 1768, PR, XXXII, 38-40. 

Coffell's activities in the neighborhood of ninety Six 
occurred at the time of an election and groups of settlers who 
were on their way to the low country parishes to vote had to 
return to protect their families. It was charged that the 
commissioning of Coffell was a plot to prevent the back set¬ 
tlers from taking part in the elections. Fulham MSS (trans¬ 
cripts in Library of Congress, hereinafter referred to as LC), 
S. C., nos. 54 and 58. 
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However, the matter did not end here, for shortly thereafter 

a group known as the Moderators was organized near Ninety-Six 

in opposition to the Regulators. There seem to have been a 

number of people who objected to some of the actions of the 

Regulators, and with justice, for though the Regulators were 

generally of the industrious and respectable element, they 

were at times guilty of excesses. The ill feeling between the 

two parties smoldered on for a number of years. Evidence of 

it appeared during the Revolution when the back country Loyal- 

ists were contemptuously referred to as Scofelites.' 

Regulation, however, had other aspects than acts of vio¬ 

lence, for in a broad sense it was a movement for the rights 

of the back settlers. In 1768, several meetings were held in 

the back country at which grievances were discussed. Serious 

consideration was given to a plan whereby several thousand men 

would march to Charleston and demand redress of these griev¬ 

ances from the assembly, but moderate counsel prevailed and 

instead a petition was sent. Courts, representation, and 

schools were the most important of a long list of demands. 

Curiously, the guiding spirit in the preparation of this peti¬ 

tion was an Anglican Clergyman, Charles Woodmason, rector of 

Ramsay, Hist, of S. C., II, 213-214; Council Journal, 
March 16, 22 ,“1759, Tn PR, III, 596-598; S. £. Gazette, March 
23, 1769; McCrady, £. £. under Royal Gov11., pp.636-641. Proof 
of the name being Coffell, not 'S'c of'el or" Scovil, is to be 
found in the approval of his claim for transporting prisoners 
to Charleston.' HJ, Aug. 15, 1769, XXXVIII, 654. Also there 
is a record of a land grant to Joseph Coffell. CJ, Oct. 30, 
1772, XXXVI, 212. Woodmason, also, refers to this man as Cof- 
fel. Fulham MSS, S. C., no. 58. 
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St. Mark’s, which explains the presence of some surprising 

passages, such as a request for copies of the Book of Common 

Prayer. As presented to the assembly, the petition bore the 

signatures of only the four leading Regulators, namely, Moses 

Kirkland, Thomas Woodward, John Scott, and Beniamin Hart; but 

according to Woodmason, it was originally signed by four thou¬ 

sand persons.^ Other petitions were subsequently presented to 

the assembly, including one signed by Patrick Calhoun, William 

Calhoun, Andrew Williamson, and Thomas Bell.° The back set¬ 

tlers also sought to exercise their theoretical right to vote, 

several groups of them making the long journey to the polls in 

the low country. ° Their efforts were, to a slight degree, 

successful, for Moses Kirkland was elected from St. James 

Goose Creek in October, 1768^ and Patrick Calhoun was elected 

12 
from Prince William’s in March, 1769. In most cases, how- 

13 ever the back settlers were prevented from voting. 

' Fulham MSS, S. C. nos. 53 and 54; I have not seen the 
transcript of this petition in Fulham MSS, N. C., S. C. and 
Georgia, no. 72, but have used the copy printed in Harvey Tol¬ 
liver Cook, Rambles in the Pee Dee Basin, South Carolina, pp. 
189-214; an abstract of this petition is in Wallace, Hist, of 
S. C., II, 52-56. 

Q 

HJ, July 4, 1769. Certain passages in this petition give 
the impression that the signers ?/ere not themselves Regulators. 
It is quite possible that many of those who took part in the 
movement to obtain courts and representation had no part in 
the acts of violence. 

10 Bull to Hillsborough, Sept. 10, 1768, PR, XXXII, 38. 

McCrady, _S. £. under Royal Gov’t. , p.610. 

1 2 
Wallace, Hist, of S. C., II, 58-59. 

1 ^ 
Fulham MSS, S. C. nos. 54, 57; HJ, July 13, 20, 22, Aug. 3, 

1769, XXXVIII, 48-49, 69-72, 107-109. See above, p.81n. 
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Meanwhile the Commons House had not been completely un¬ 

mindful of conditions in the back country. As early as 1765 a 

bill for establishing additional courts had been introduced. 

Passage of the bill, however, had been postponed because it 

was deemed advisable first,to abolish the office of provost 

marshal. This could not be done without compensating the pat¬ 

entee, who was a resident of England. It was almost two years 

before this matter was finally settled by a payment to the 

patentee of five thousand pounds sterling. A circuit court 

act was passed shortly thereafter in 1767, but was disallowed 

by the king. The principal objections were that the judges 

were to hold office during good behavior instead of at the 

king's pleasure and that the sheriffs were to be appointed by 

the judges instead of by the governor. This veto brought the 

court question clearly into the struggle of the Commons House 

against the British colonial policy. Furthermore, the recon¬ 

sideration of the court question by the assembly was delayed 

by the opposition to the Townshend duties when the Commons 

House was dissolved in the fall of 1768 for considering the 

Massachusetts circular. It was not until the summer of 1769 

that the assembly was allowed to transact business. By that 

time the demands of the back settlers were so insistent that 

the Commons House gave in and passed a circuit court act which 

placed the judiciary in the control of the crown.^ 

14 
Smith, _S. £. as a Roy. Prov. , pp.133-140. 
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The courts established by the act of 1769 were circuit 

courts. The petitions of the back settlers had asked for coun¬ 

ty courts as well. This seemed to have been a reasonable de¬ 

mand as county courts existed in Virginia and North Carolina. 

However, Governor Bull thought that the people needed several 

years of experience with circuit courts before they would be 

1 c: 

prepared for the duties of the county courts. In view of the 

frequent complaints against the malpractices by magistrates^® 

and also in the light of the complaint against county courts in 

North Carolina at that time. Bull’s view was sound. Never¬ 

theless the establishment of county courts remained one of the 

most prominent reforms desired by the back country. 

But more important than county courts were the demands 

for schools and parishes. Lieutenant Governor Bull took quite 

an interest in the matter of schools and urged the assembly to 

provide salaries for schoolmasters in the back country. The 

assembly seemed willing and a bill for that purpose was intro- 

1 ft 
duced, but failed to pass because of the Wilkes fund dispute. 

Bull to Dartmouth, May 15, 1775, P/?, XXXIII, 264-265. 

16 
See above, p.79. 

17 
Wells’ paper, which was not inclined to sympathize with 

the Regulators, commented that in South Carolina the Regulators 
were demanding county courts while in North Carolina the Regu¬ 
lators were burning them. S. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, Aug. 
19-26, 1768. 

18 
Bull to Dartmouth, May 15, 1773, P£, XXXIII, 264-265; HJ, 

Jan. 30, March 3, Aug. 14, 1770, XXXVIII, 238-239, 301, 399. 
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A bill for the creation of new parishes in the back country was 

also shelved by the Wilkes fund dispute.15 It was subsequently 

re-introduced but met an obstacle in the king's instructions 

on 
forbidding an increase in the membership of the lower house. 

In order to give representation to the new parishes, members 

would have had to be taken from the old. This the low country 

members were unwilling to do. 

An important factor in the neglect of back country inter¬ 

ests, it will be noted, was the preoccupation of the Commons 

House with its struggle against the British colonial policy 

and the governor and Council. The passage of the circuit 

court act was delayed for almost a year by the stand the Com¬ 

mons House took against the Townshend duties, and the Wilkes 

fund dispute prevented the passage of the school act. A few 

years earlier, at the time of the Boone controversy, the Com¬ 

mons House had refused to provide arms and supplies to the back 

settlers in the face of threatened Indian war rather than fore- 

21 
go their resolution to do no business with the governor. Such 

Ibid., March 16, 1770, XXXVIII, 330-351. 

20 Ibid., Jan. 30, Feb. 22, March 8, 1771, XXXVIII, 472, 492, 
509. 

PI 
The Commons House had resolved not to do any business with 

the governor on account of his attempt to judge of elections of 
members. In justification of the refusal of the Commons House 
to provide aid for the back settlers, C-adsden pleaded "our All 
was at stake" a statement which may be regarded as typical of 
the attitude of low country leaders. S_. C_. Gazette, Feb. 5, 
1763. Fortunately the threatened Indian war did not occur. 
After Boone had left the province, the assembly provided the 
money to build Fort Charlotte to protect the settlers. Wal¬ 
lace, Hist. of S_. _C. , II, 41-42. 
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sacrifices of the interests of the back settlers might be ex¬ 

pected to have made the latter potential allies of the British 

ministers against the low country controlled Commons House. 

Some tendencies in this direction are to be noted. The 

back settlers were not generally skilled in political debate 

or in pamphlet warfare, but they found an articulate champion 

in the person of the Reverend Charles Woodmason, who zealously 

took up their cause. He attacked the Wilkes fund, the Pitt 

statue, and the sending of delegates to the Stamp Act Congress 

as wasting money which should have been used for the welfare 

of the back country. He also wrote an article exposing the 

inconsistency of the leaders of the Commons House in clamoring 

against taxation without representation at the very time they 

were denying representation to the people of the greater por- 

tion of the province. Christopher Gadsden promptly answered 

Woodmason's article, describing it as an artful insinuation to 

divide the inhabitants of the interior from those of the town 

24 
and sea coast at the time of a crisis. Woodmason wrote a 

reply which the Charleston newspapers would not print. It 

contained a threat that "sooner than be subjected to a Junto 

Fulham MSS, S. C. nos. 54, 56, and 59. 

South Carolina Gazette and Country Journal, March 28, 
1769; Fulham MSS, S. C. no. 57." 

24 
S. £. Gazette and Country Journal, April 4, 1769. 
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in Charlestown" the back settlers would place themselves under 

the protection of the British parliament. 

It must be realized, however, that Woodmason was not a 

real frontiersman, but an Englishman and a fanatical Anglican 

clergyman. He inveighed against itinerant Baptist preachers, 

the performance of marriages by magistrates, and even the al¬ 

lowing of Presbyterians to be magistrates, as much as he did 

against the lack of representation of the back settlers. To 

him the failure of the Commons House to establish parishes was 

due to the unwillingness of dissenters to increase the pov/er 

of the Anglican church. He himself stated that he wished to 

see the royal prerogative increased in order that the influ- 

ence of the dissenters in the government might be diminished. 

Obviously, one cannot accept his opposition to the American 

cause as typifying the views of the back country. 

nevertheless, there is reason to believe that several of 

the leaders in the opposition to parliamentary taxation 

incurred the displeasure of the back settlers. Woodmason 

said, "The People attribute all their Evils to some few 

Apparently some steps v/ere taken to put this plan into 
execution, for Woodmason says that he and a lawyer named Cary 
were chosen as delegates to go to England. According to Wood¬ 
mason, the low country leaders were so alarmed that they prom¬ 
ised to grant all the demands of the back settlers in order to 
secure the abandonment of the plan. Fulham MSS, S. C. no.53. 
In another place Woodmason says he declined to go to England 
as a delegate of the back settlers. Ibid., no. 59. 

PR 
Ibid., nos. 53 and 56. 
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mercenary Lawyers & two or three Demagogues in ye House."2*'7 

Apparently two of these were Gadsden, "The Scriblerus of ye 

Libertines," and John Rutledge, who was accused of having 

expressed, on the floor of the assembly, a wish that the back 

29 
country were at the bottom of the sea. Rawlins Lowndes, as 

judge exerted himself to bring about the conviction of Regula- 

30 
tors, thereby incurring their enmity. In sharp contrast 

with the unpopularity of these future leaders of the Revolu¬ 

tion was the high regard felt by the back settlers for the 

Lieutenant Governor. It was William Bull who persuaded 

Governor Montagu to dismiss the charges against many of the 

Regulators, ■** and it was William Bull who explained to the 

*ZO 

British ministers the justice of the cause of the Regulators. 

Finally Bull was a constant advocate of measures for the bet¬ 

terment of the back country. 

Ibid., no. 56. 

28 Ibid., no. 57. 

29 Ibid., no. 61. 

30 GJ, Feb. 3, 1771, XXXVI, 29. 

51 Ibid., April 19, 1768, XXXIV, 118-119. 

32 Bull to Hillsborough, Sept. 10, 1768, PR, XXXII, 36-41. 
For fairness and clarity this letter is the best account of the 
causes and early events of the Regulator movement that has ever 
been written. 
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But in general, there is little evidence of sympathy for 

the back country on the part of crown officials. An incident 

occurred in 1771 which gave Lowndes a chance to assume the 

role of defender and made the placeman judges appear as perse¬ 

cutors of the Regulators. -A horse thief who had been flogged 

by a group of Regulators brought suit for damages against 

their leader. Chief justice Gordon, recently arrived from 

England, and no doubt genuinely shocked at the idea of indi¬ 

viduals taking justice into their own hands, recommended full 

damages for the plaintiff. Lowndes, who was still an assist¬ 

ant judge at the time, sought to explain to the jury that the 

defendant was a man of good character while the plaintiff a 

few years previous had been convicted of horse stealing in 

that very court. A dispute ensued between Lowndes and Gordon, 

in which the latter was joined by another placeman judge, 

Edward Savage. Gordon even took the matter to the Council and 

sought to have Lowndes dismissed from his judgeship, but in 

'T.rz 
this he did not succeed, ° Though it is problematical whether 

or not this incident gained friends in the back country for 

Although the Council declined to remove him at this time, 
Lowndes was shortly thereafter displaced by another judge re¬ 
cently arrived from England. In defending himself before the 
Council, Lowndes claimed that he had not advocated that the de¬ 
fendant escape entirely from the payment of damages, but mere¬ 
ly that the character of the two men be considered in fixing 
the amount of damages. The jury returned a verdict of fifty 
pounds currency, which Lowndes considered a just decision. 
CJ, Nov. 14, 1771, Jan. 27 and Feb. 5, 1772, XXXV, 216, 
XXXVI, 15-43. 
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Lowndes, it indicates that the desirability of currying favor 

with that region was beginning to dawn on low country leaders. 

The latter part of the year 1774 found very different 

conditions in the two sections of South Carolina. In the low 

country the willingness to'join the other colonies in resist¬ 

ing, even with force, the acts of the mother country had de¬ 

veloped naturally through a series of controversies. But the 

people of the back country had taken almost no part in the 

opposition to taxation by Parliament, and with their slight 

representation in the assembly could have had little interest 

in the struggles of that body against the governor and Council. 

In fact they had grounds for resentment against the assembly. 

Consequently the people of the back country were emotionally 

unprepared for the Revolution. 

Two other back country conditions of the period 1763-1774 

were important as a background for the Revolution. First, the 

back country was being settled during those years, with the 

result that a large part of the population was new. Secondly, 

it was a period when acts of violence were frequent. Both of 

these conditions had effects on the war that followed. 

B. The Formation of a Loyalist Party. 

In the latter part of 1774 and first half of 1775, when 

the possibility of an armed conflict appeared more and more as 

a certainty, the low country leaders awoke to the dangers 

which such a conflict would bring to a divided people. Stren¬ 

uous efforts were then made to enlist the back country in the 
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cause of the colonies. William Henry Drayton, shrewdly taking 

advantage of a temporary appointment as assistant judge, turned 

his charges to the grand juries of Gheraw and Camden districts 

into rousing political speeches, the sentiments of which were 

34 
echoed in the grand jury presentments. The back country was- 

not only given a substantial representation in the Provincial 

Congress but urged to elect members, and back country lead¬ 

ers were appointed on the local committees for enforcing the 

continental Association. u In June, 1775, when troops were 

raised, provision was made for a regiment of rangers from the 

back country. This form of service was popular with the back 

settlers, because the men were mounted and received a higher 

rate of pay than infantry. As Moultrie explained, it "was not 

only thought useful, but political to raise them, because the 

most influential gentlemen in the back country were appointed 
'zrj 

officers, which interested them in the cause.11 William 

Thomson of Orangeburg was made colonel and James Mayson of 

Hinety-Six major, while Thomas Woodward, Moses Kirkland, John 

Caldwell, Ezekiel Polk, and several others obtained captain- 

38 
cies.' One of the most influential men in Hinety-Six 

American Archives, 4th ser., I, 959-962. 

^ Drayton, Memoirs, I, 154-155. 

^ Moultrie, Memoirs, I, 43-45. 

37 Ibid.. I, 64. 

°8 Ibid., I, 66. 
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District, Andrew Williamson, was awarded the contract for sup¬ 

plying the provisions for the provincial regiments.0^ 

An effort on the part of one crown official to hold the 

back settlers loyal deserves notice. At the spring term of 

court in 1775, Judge Savage, taking the circuit followed by 

Drayton the previous fall, sought to counteract the effect of 

the latter’s speeches. In his charges to the grand juries 

Judge Savage pointed out the horrors of civil war and warned 

the people of the "dreadful consequences of Treason" which 

they would surely suffer if they persisted in their course.^ 

Though the final outcome of the war was to be different from 

what Savage then anticipated, in a general way his warning was 

all too prophetic. In Cheraw District the warning had little 

effect on the grand jury, which refused the judge’s request to 

draw up a list of magistrates to be removed for revolutionary 

activities and included in the presentment passages similar to 

those inspired by Drayton at the preceding term. Though the 

court quashed the obnoxious part of the presentment, the grand 

jury had it printed in a Charleston newspaper.Whether or 

not Savage found the other two districts in the circuit, name¬ 

ly, Georgetown and Camden, more receptive to his speeches is 

Journal of the Council of Safety, June 26, 1775, in 
Coll. S. C. Hist. Soc., II, 28. 

^ ALT, LVII, 125-126. 

Alexander Gregg, History of the Old Cheraws . . • 
after cited as Gregg, Old Cheraws/ pp.’S3’U-233T_ 

(here- 
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not recorded. Judge Savage must be credited with courage, for 

he felt that he was risking his personal safety in making such 

speeches at a time when, as he describes it, "the minds of a 

rude and barbarous people had been inflamed and worked up to 

the highest pitch by the virulent and seditious harangues of 

a preceding Judge. 

Of Loyalist sentiment in the back country prior to June, 

1775, little information is to be had. But when the Provin¬ 

cial Congress voted to raise troops and to require all persons 

to sign the Association, opposition flared up. One source of 

disaffection was the German element. These quiet and indus¬ 

trious people were averse to taking up arms against the king, 

for, as they explained, they feared that he would annul their 
A 

land grants. ° German Loyalism was inclined to be passive, 

hence not dangerous to the Revolutionary cause. The real dan¬ 

ger lay in Ninety-Six District and an adjacent portion of 

Camden. There a militant Loyalist party was forming. 

The leader of this party was Thomas Fletchall, who 

resided on Fair Forest Creek in what is today Union County. 

44 
He was magistrate, coroner, and colonel of militia, positions 

which denote him to have been the most important personage be¬ 

tween the Broad and Saluda rivers. Of his origin nothing is 

ALT, LVII, 125-126. 

^ Drayton, Memoirs, I, 311-312, 325. 

44 
ALT, LVII, 231. 
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45 
known except that he was born about 1725" and settled in 

a r* 

South Carolina at least as early as 1757.His wife v«-as the 

47 
sister of the wife of Ambrose Mills, the most prominent 

Loyalist of western North Carolina. Thus there was a connec¬ 

tion between these two Loyalist leaders, though there is noth¬ 

ing to show that either influenced the political views of the 

other. Undoubtedly competent in private affairs (he had ac¬ 

quired 1665 acres of land and at least fourteen slaves and dis¬ 

played some inventive ability in the construction of a mill of 

remarkable design),"0 Fletchall did not prove a strong leader 

when action became necessary. Corpulency to a degree that made 

tra-vel difficult was one handicap,but in addition he was 

over-cautious and at times even vacillating. Rank and influ¬ 

ence with the men of his regiment made Fletchall the nominal 

head of the party, but the initiative in positive measures seems 

to have come from two more vigorous men, Joseph Robinson and 

51 
Robert Cunningham, who had great influence over the colonel. 

45 

46 

Ibid., LVII, 227. 

Grant Book (MS, office of Secretary of State, Columbia, 
S. C.), vol. 7, p.15. 

47 
E. Alfred Jones, The Journal of Alexander Chesney . . . , 

pp.71-72. 

48 

49 

50 

L Vii 

Ibid., p.71: ALT,A225-227, 232, 236-237. 

Ibid., LVII, 232. 

See pp.101, 119-121. 

51 
Drayton, Memoirs, l, 371-372. 
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Joseph Robinson was born near the James River in Virginia 

and had moved to South Carolina, where he settled on Broad 

River in Camden District. He was a younger man than Fletchall, 

52 
being about thirty-three years old in 1775. ~ However, as 

major of the Hew Acquisition (Colonel Heel’s) regiment of mi- 

53 
litia, he was a man of consequence. Though his landholdings, 

two tracts containing in all four hundred acres only sixty of 

which were cleared, cannot be considered large, he apparently 

lived in comfort, for he owned at least three slaves, his 

household furniture was worth sixty pounds sterling, his live¬ 

stock consisted of five or more horses, twenty-six cattle, 

ten sheep, besides hogs and poultry, and his farms were im¬ 

proved with houses, barns, stables, a dairy, and a peach or¬ 

chard. Also there was a shad fishery valued at five hundred 

pounds sterling. Other noteworthy possessions were a hand¬ 

some small sword, surveying instruments, and a library. This 

last he valued at a hundred pounds sterling and consisted of 

sixty volumes on law and an undisclosed number of books on 

mathematics and divinity. Robinson claimed that he purchased 

these books, which is surprising, for not only Latin and Greek 

but the Hebrew language as well was represented, certainly not 

52 
Egerton Ryerson, The Loyalists of America and Their 

Times, II, 215-216. 

53 
McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp.11-12. 
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cza 

the library a frontiersman would be expected to choose. 

That Robinson was proficient in these languages is not certain, 

but evidently he was a man of considerable education. This 

was shown by his holding such positions as speaker of the as¬ 

sembly, assistant judge of 'the supreme court, and member of 

the executive council in Prince Edward Island, where he went 

as an exile after the war. Furthermore, one who examined 

Robinson's papers pronounced him to have been "a man of re¬ 

fined mind, an excellent classical scholar, with a great 

taste for astronomy. 

56 
Robert Cunningham was a native of Pennsylvania who had 

moved to South Carolina, settling near Little River in what is 

57 
now Newberry County. He was "reckoned a man of good Prop¬ 

erty" and had attained the positions of magistrate^ and 

Q 0 
captain of militia. Moreover, he was a man of great popu- 

A "I 
larity. x Cunningham is a famous name in South Carolina 

ALT, XXVI, 402-403; Ontario Archives, pp.799-801; Ryer- 
son. The Loyalists of America and Their Times, II, 214. 

55 
This statement was made in 1861 by the Honorable R. 

Hodgson, chief justice of Prince Edward Island. He was a 
grandson of Joseph Robinson. Ibid., II, 213-214. 

56 
ALT, LIV, 320. 

Tennent's Journal,in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, 
pp.230-231. The transcript of Cunningham's claim locates his 
land on Sandy River, which evidently is a mistake, Sandy Run 
being meant. ALT, LIV, 318. 

58 Ibid., LIV, 324. 
^ S. C. and Am. C-en. Gaz., Jan. 13, 1775. 

Drayton and Tennent to the Council of Safety, August 24, 
1775, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, p.156. 

^ Moultrie, Memoirs, I, 100. 
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Loyalism, for Robert had two brothers, Patrick and John, and 

a cousin, the notorious "Bloody Bill," all of whom were Loyal¬ 

ists . 

Robert Cunningham’s loyalism is supposed to have been in¬ 

fluenced by a resentment against the ruling faction in the low 

CO 

country. In this connection, the fact that he had once been 

deprived of the office of magistrate for participating in the 

63 
Regulator movement assumes some importance. However, there 

is reason to believe that in a large measure Cunningham’s re¬ 

sentment arose from his being overlooked by the Provincial 

Congress when commissions were distributed. That was the be¬ 

lief of Colonel-William Thomson, who wrote to Henry Laurens: 

I would Just beg leave to mention that I am well in¬ 
formed of there being a private [piqued & great re¬ 
sentment between Mayson, Kirkland, & this Cunningham 
the latter with some more of his Neighbours think 
they have not been taken proper notice of I only throw 
out those hints for your information.44 

Apparently the strategy of winning the back country leaders 

with commissions had made enemies as well as friends. 

Governor Campbell, who arrived in South Carolina on 

June 18, 1775, was also to have a part in organizing the Loyal¬ 

ist party in the back country. Within two weeks after his 

George Atkinson Ward, ed.. Journal and Letters of the 
Late Samuel Curwen . . . p.623. 

See p. 80n. 

^4 William Thomson to Henry Laurens, July 22, 1775, in Alex¬ 
ander S. Salley, Jr., The History of Orangeburg Comity South 
Carolina . . . p.406. 
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arrival he was visited by several "very respectable people" 

from Ninety-Six and Camden districts, who assured him that 

thousands in those districts held sentiments of loyalty to 

the king and suggested setting on foot an address to the gov¬ 

ernor to be signed as a "Counter Association." C-overnor 

Campbell encouraged the idea of the address and promised 

these Loyalists that when it ?/as in his power he would reward 

them. Campbell was handicapped by the difficulty of commu¬ 

nicating with the back country and the fact that being a new- 

comer he did not know whom to trust.DD Though of no material 

aid, the connection with the governor was of great moral value 

to Fletchall, Robinson, and Cunningham, for it enabled them to 

appear before the people as the representatives of the legal 

67 
government. 

About the middle of July the Council of Safety determined 

to draw from Fletchall a declaration of his intentions. With 

this end in view, Henry Laurens wrote him a letter setting 

forth that there were rumors that he, Colonel Fletchall, had 

been "covertly" taking an active part against them, asking for 

an "explicit declaration" of the part he intended to take, and 

expressing the hope that despite the rumors he would sign the 

Association and get his regiment to sign. Furthermore Laurens 

° Letter of William Campbell, July 5, 1775, PR, XXXV, 148-149. 

66 
Journal of the Council of Safety, in Coll. S. G. Hist. 

Soc., II, 69-70. 

67 
Drayton, Memoirs, I, 323. 
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said that it was rumored that Fletchall’s reasons for not 

uniting with the friends of America was due partly to the 

fear of losing his commissions and Yearned that the time v/as 

approaching "too fast" when appointments from the king v/ould 

go 
not be productive either of honors or profits. 

Fletchall's answer contained some striking statements. 

In connection with the Association he said, "In fact we never 

had any representatives, not one man in fifty ever gave any 

vote for any such thing." Evidently this is an attack on the 

method by which the back country members of the Provincial 

Congress were chosen. To the charge that fear of losing his 

commissions motivated his refusal to sign, Fletchall disdain¬ 

fully answered, "As for my commissions, I care not v/ho has 

them," and countercharged, "there is some of our highland 

gentlemen who are very aspiring and fond of commission; think¬ 

ing to get in favor with the gentlemen in town, will say any 

thing but the truth." He closed by saying, "I am firmly re¬ 

solved, and do utterly refuse to take up arms against my king, 

until I find it my duty to do other?/ise and am fully con¬ 

vinced thereof. 

Meanwhile the strength of the Loyalist party had been in¬ 

creasing. A muster of Fletchall’s regiment was held July 

13-16, the real purpose of v/hich was to organize the men 

against the revolution. The regiment normally had a thousand 

68 Journal of the Council of Safety, in Coll. S. C. Hist. 
Soc., II, 40-43. 

Fletchall to Laurens, July 24, 1775, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 
1764-1776, pp.123-124. 
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men, but on this occasion fifteen hundred were present, many 

of them being from neighboring regiments. In short, the en¬ 

tire region between the Broad and the Savannah was represented. 

Fletchall, ever cautious, went through the motion of offering 

the men the Provincial Congress’ Association, but it was read 

in such a way that the colonel’s disapproval was obvious, hot 

a man signed. Then a paper prepared by Joseph Robinson was 

brought forward, which was signed by most of the people pres- 

ent. The substance of Robinson’s resolutions was that the 

king had not acted inconsistently with the British constitu¬ 

tion; that the signers were determined not to take up arms 

against the king, but at the same time were resolved to live 

at peace with their neighbors and to assist in defense 

against Indian incursion or Negro insurrection; and that no 

laws other than the statutes of Great Britain or the acts of 

71 
the General Assembly should be enforced among the signers. 

On their face these resolutions were little more than a 

declaration of neutrality. Evidently they were drawn with a 

view of appealing to the large pacifist element. However, as 

will be seen, many were ready to follow Robinson and Cunning¬ 

ham in more active measures. 

At this point the Loyalists were joined by one of the 

most important men in the back country, Moses Kirkland. He 

had come to South Carolina from the north about 1752, 

Ibid., pp.123-124. 

71 
Coll. S. C. Hist. Soc II, 72-73 
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settling first on the west side of Catawba River. Enterpris¬ 

ing and perhaps none too scrupulous, for he had been accused 

of such practices as selling rum to Indians and harboring run¬ 

away slaves, he prospered and acquired many tracts of land, 

most of it in Orangeburg and Ninety Six districts. In 1775 

his best plantation and apparently his place of residence was 

on Turkey Creek in the present Edgefield County, though he 

had previously lived in the fork of Broad and Saluda rivers 

and was still lieutenant colonel of the militia regiment of 

72 
that region. lie was a very influential figure politically, 

having been one of the principal organizers of the Regulators 

and the person elected to the assembly by the back settlers 

who marched to the low country to vote in 1768. ’ He was, of 

74 
course, a magistrate. In June, 1775, v/hen the Rangers were 

organized, the leaders of the Revolutionary party had given 

Kirkland a captaincy in that corps, hoping thus to attach him 

to their interests. But Kirkland is supposed to have felt 

that his prominence entitled him to the position of major and 

was all the more chagrined that James Mayson, against whom he 

Robert L. Meriwether, The Expansion of South Carolina 
1729-1765, pp.136-137; ALT, LVII, 336-346, 349-350; McCrady, 
S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, p.12. 

75 
See p.83. 

74 
S. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, Jan. 13, 1775. 
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had a grudge, received that rank. Nevertheless, Kirkland ac¬ 

cepted the commission, for his company was raised and he him¬ 

self commanded it, on one occasion at least.^ 

The circumstances under which Kirkland changed sides are 

as follows. On July 12 he and his company of Rangers assisted 

Major Mayson in taking possession of Port Charlotte, which 

contained valuable military supplies. Mayson and Kirkland 

then carried some of the powder to Ninety Six, arriving there 

at the time Fletchall's muster was in progress on Enoree Riv¬ 

er, not a great distance away. Kirkland's men deserted, and 

though Kirkland himself remained with Mayson, the evidence is 

pretty clear that he encouraged his men to leave. Furthermore, 

Kirkland sent v/ord to Fletchall that the precious gunpowder 

was at Ninety Six, unprotected. Fletchall personally was in¬ 

clined to be cautious, but did not try to prevent others from 

Drayton, Memoirs, I, 321. In presenting his claim for 
losses to the British government after the war, Kirkland de¬ 
nied accepting the commission. He said that the commission was 
sent to him in a letter and he returned it. ALT, LVII, 319. 
There is another circumstance mentioned in Kirkland's claims 
which does not check with evidence found elsewhere. He said 
that he attended the Provincial Congress In January, 1775, as 
a delegate, warmly opposed the approval of the proceedings of 
the Continental Congress,.and withdrew when such approval was 
voted. Ibid., LVII, 318-319. Yet, strange to say, Kirkland's 
name is not on the list of members of the Provincial Congress. 
American Archives, 4th ser., I, 1109-1110. Is it possible 
that another delegate was chosen in Kirkland's place? More¬ 
over, according to Ramsay, Kirkland was a candidate for rep¬ 
resentation in ’’the first popular assemblies” and on failing 
to be elected said, "If this dispute becomes serious, the 
people of South-Carolina shall feel the weight of my influence.11 
Rev, of S. C., I, 66. 
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acting. On July 17 two hundred armed men, led by Robert 

Cunningham, Patrick Cunningham, and Joseph Robinson, crossed 

Saluda River and took the powder. Mayson was made to give 

bail to answer charges of robbing the king's fort, but Kirk¬ 

land was not molested in the least. The latter resigned his 

commission in the Rangers soon aftervirards and appeared openly 

76 
in support of the Loyalist cause. 

Kirkland's jealousy of Mayson and his feeling that he had 

been slighted by the Revolutionary leaders explain only in 

part his changing sides. At the time, Fletchall's party was 

growing rapidly and gave promise of capturing the entire re- 

77 
gion above the fall line. Kirkland might well have feared 

that he had embarked in a disastrous cause. Furthermore, 

Kirkland and his company had taken part in the seizure of a 

fort belonging to the king, an act which might have serious 

Drayton, Memoirs, I, 317-318; 321-322; James Mayson to 
William Thomson, July 18, 1775, in "Papers of the First Coun¬ 
cil of Safety of the Revolutionary Party in South Carolina, 
June-November, 1775," SCHGM, I (1900), 44-47. Fletchall 
in his letter to Laurens of July 24 intimated that he had no 
part either in the seizure of the powder or in furthering the 
signing of Robinson's resolutions, for he said:' "I must say 
this in favor of myself, I never have concurred in those mat¬ 
ters now in hand, knowing I was not calculated for such an 
enterprise." Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, p.124. On the 
other hand he immediately wrote a letter to Governor Campbell 
assuring him of the loyalty of about four thousand persons in 
Ninety Six District and reporting the capture of the powder. 
Extract of letter from Thomas Fletchall to Lord William Camp¬ 
bell, July 19, 1775, Historical Manuscript Commission, 
The Manuscripts of the Earl of Dartmouth, II, 355. 

77 Drayton, Memoirs, I, 321. 
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consequences in case the revolution failed. He is said to 

have told his men that :lt was bad & that they had better re¬ 

turn home than remain & fare worse," thereby encouraging them 

78 
to desert. Very likely this was a sincere opinion. But 

Kirkland did more than merely resign his commission. Pie con¬ 

nived in the seizure of the powder, and, what is more, he made 

a secret visit to the governor and was rewarded with a commis- 

79 
sion. He was not a man of the highest character. 

Shortly after Kirkland’s defection another captain in 

the Rangers, Ezekiel Polk, quit the service, carrying his en¬ 

tire company with him. Evidently Kirkland had a hand in this, 

for he had conversed at length with Polk on the day preceding 

the latter's departure. Nevertheless, Ezekiel Polk, the 

brother of a prominent North Carolina Whig, Colonel Thomas 

Polk of Mecklenburg County, was not a Loyalist and his dissat¬ 

isfaction was caused by very different circumstances from 

that of liirkland’s. The Council of Safety, in order to make 

a show of military power and, as Moultrie expressed it, "to 

fix the wavering and intimidate the disaffected," had given 

orders that the Rangers, divided into three groups each of 

which was to follow a different route, should march to 

Charleston. These routes were chosen so as to cover the most 

78 
James Mayson to William Thomson, July 30, 1775, in 

'Papers of the First Council of Safety of the Revolutionary 
Party in South Carolina, June-November, 1775 *’ SCPIG-M, I (1900), 
69-71. 

79 
Drayton, Memoirs, I, 330 
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populous parts of the middle and coastal regions. In order¬ 

ing such an expedition in summer, however, the Council of 

Safety seems to have overlooked the terror which piedmont 

settlers had of the coastal region during the malarial season. 

Polk refused to obey the order, saying that the Rangers had 

been raised to protect the frontier, not "their" (Council of 

Safety members’) plantations; that he and all his men were 

willing to go if there were a necessity but there was none at 

the time; that besides it was the wrong season and he would 

not sacrifice the health of his men for the Council of 

Safety’s "Parading notions."8^ These expressions shed much 

light on the attitude of the back country Whigs. 

By the latter part of July the back country situation was 

highly favorable to the Loyalists. Kirkland’s influence to¬ 

gether with the coup of seizing the powder and the humiliating 

treatment of Mayson swelled their ranks between the Saluda and 

Savannah rivers. People from Georgia, even, were signing 

Robinson’s association. As Georgia at that time had not 

joined in the Revolution, this was a grave threat. Disaffec¬ 

tion was reported among the Rangers guarding Port CPiarlotte, 

a post which commanded the most important ford on the Savannah 

above Augusta and the gateway to the settlements on Georgia’s 

Broad River. Furthermore, the paper money of the Provincial 

Ibid., I, 522-523; Moultrie, Memoirs, I, 82; James Mayson 
to ’William Thomson, July 30, 1775, In "Papers of the First 
Council of Safety . . .H, SCHGM, 1,(1900), 69-71. 
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Congress was not accepted by the back settlers* A belief was 

current at the time that Campbell could have overthrown the 

Revolutionary government by going into the back country and 

81 
putting himself at the head of Fletchall’s party* Campbell’s 

secretary, Alexander Innes, offered to make such an attempt, 

thinking that if he could escape from Charleston and join 

Fletchall he could seize and hold Fort Charlotte. But the 

pO 
governor felt that the risk v/as too great.0 Whether his in¬ 

action was v/ise or not, it gave the Council of Safety time to 

act: they sent their ablest haranguers to explain the Revolu¬ 

tion to the back settlers. 

The personnel of this mission was skillfully chosen. 

Theftwo principals, who bore the title of commissioner, were 

William Henry Drayton and the Reverend William Tennent, a 

prominent Presbyterian minister. They were assisted by a Bap¬ 

tist minister, the Reverend Oliver Hart, and by two prominent 

men from Camden District, Joseph Kershaw and Colonel Richard 

Richardson. The reason for the selection of the two ministers 

is readily apparent. Kershaw, who was a merchant, knew many 

Drayton, Memoirs, I, 323; James Mayson to William 
Thomson, July 18, 1775, and James Mayson to William Thomson, 
July 30, in "Papers of the First Council of Safety . • •", 
SCHG-M, I (1900), 46, 71. 

82 
Campbell to Dartmouth, Aug. 19, 1775, PR, XXXV, 189-190. 
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people between the Saluda and the Broad rivers, while Richard¬ 

son's regiment included the lower portion of the region be- 

83 
tween the Broad and the Wateree. 

Throughout the month of August the commissioners toured 

the piedmont region, addressing gatherings and holding private 

conversations with the leading men. Their accomplishments in 

this mission were considerable. A number of volunteer com¬ 

panies were organized and many people were induced to sign 

84 
the Association. Ezekiel Polk, whom Fletchall thought he 

had attached to his party, reentered the Revolutionary ser- 

O C 

vice, while other difficulties among the Rangers were 

smoothed out.00 Drayton’s most signal success was in the 

northwest portion of Fletchall’s regimental district. In this 

area, corresponding roughly with present Spartanburg County, 

a separate regiment was formed, a large majority of whose 

8 V 
members were opposed to their former colonel's policies. 

Drayton, Memoirs, I, 524,351,376; Tennent to Laurens, 
Aug. 20, 1775, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, p.145. 

84 
A careful and detailed account of this mission is given 

in Drayton, Memoirs, I, 311-430. But as nearly all of the 
documents used by Drayton in writing his account have been 
printed in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., I have made the references to 
the latter, when possible, in documenting points of particular 
importance. 

qc; 

Drayton to Council of Safety, Aug. 21, 1775, in Gibbes, 
Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, pp.151-152. 

Drayton and Tennent to Council of Safety, Aug. 7, 1775, 
ibid., pp.130-132. 

87 Drayton to Council of Safety, Aug. 21, 1775, ibid., 152. 
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Between the Broad and the Catawba-Wateree the commissioners 

88 
were generally successful. 

On the other hand, Drayton and Tennent failed completely 

in some sections. Much eloquence was wasted on the Germans 

in Saxe Gotha and the Dutch Fork. Drayton also threatened 

that non-associators would be forbidden to sell their produce 

at Charleston and would not be allowed to have grain ground 

at the mills of signers, but his threats secured no signa¬ 

tures. The Germans were encouraged in their refusal to sign 

by a storekeeper named Evan McLaurin. This man’s opposition 

to the Revolution is easily explained, for he was not only a 

Scotchman, but had been in South Carolina only four years. 

He felt secure in opposing the Association as his partner in 

Charleston, William Curry, had signed. Nevertheless, the 

Council of Safety, at Drayton’s suggestion, detained three 

wagons loaded with McLaurin*s goods, which caused a heavy 

loss as the goods consisted of deer skins and hemp, which be- 

o q 
came damaged."' But instead of yielding, the stubborn Scot 

became one of the most energetic and daring supporters that 

Ibid., p.154; Tennent’s Journal, ibid., pp.227-230. 

Evan McLaurin was born at Appin in Argyle about 1743. 
He lived at a place called Spring Hill, which was near Wateree 
Creek in the Dutch Fork. ALT, LIU, 320, 327-330; Timothy 
to Drayton, Aug. 22, 1775, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, 
p.155. Drayton, Memoirs, I, 325-331, 360-365, 369-370. 
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the British had in South Carolina. He did much to keep alive 

the spirit of Loyalisrn from 1776 to 1780 and eventually sacri 

ficed his life in the cause." 

Though the mission was generally successful between the 

Broad and the Wateree-Catawba, two notable instances of dis¬ 

affection were encountered in that area. On King Creek, in 

present Cherokee County, Tennent addressed an audience of 

about a hundred persons, but could get only ten signatures to 

the Association, for two ’’gainsaying” Baptist preachers ?/ere 

present, who encouraged the people not to sign. Unfortunate¬ 

ly Tennent did not record the arguments of his adversaries, 

but merely commented that their "refusal proceeded from the 

grossest ignorance and prejudice.” The other instance of op 

position occurred at the Jackson Creek meeting house, near 

Winnsborough. Tennent was kinder in his appraisal of the op¬ 

ponents he met there, for he admitted that "some of the most 

sensible were the most refractory I had met with." Tennent 

claimed that "after much pains" he won over the chiefs and 

induced all of one company cheerfully to sign the Association 

But despite this claim there was an important Loyalist group 

90 
See pp.186, 319, 325. 

91 
Tennent1s Journal, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, 

p.229. 

92 
Ibid., p.227. 

22 
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in the Jackson Creek neighborhood throughout the war, the 

93 
leader of which group was John Philips. 

The most complete defeat suffered by the commissioners 

was in the middle portion of the region between Broad and 

Saluda rivers. This viras where Fletchall and Cunningham lived, 

and all efforts to win over those two leaders or to undermine 

their influence failed miserably. In spite of all Drayton's 

cunning, Fletchall remained firm in his determination not to 

bear arms against the king, and he criticized the proceedings 

of the Continental Congress as "impolitic, disrespectful and 

irritating." He did agree, nevertheless, in spite of the 

protest of Cunningham and Robinson, to order a muster of his 

regiment. This appeared at first to be an important conces¬ 

sion, for Drayton planned not only to address the men but to 

hold an election for members to the next Provincial Congress. 

It proved a barren victory, however, for only a small number 

attended and the election was not held. Cunningham and others 

had kept the people from attending, assuring them that the 

colonel would not,object to their absence.94 Several other 

Philips has left an account of a gathering at the Jackscn 
Creek meeting house at which the people were asked to sign the 
Association. He claimed that he opposed it so successfully 
that only two persons signed and they had already done so pre¬ 
viously. ALT,"LII, 281-282. Possibly Philip's account was of 
a previous meeting, or perhaps Tennent secured the signatures 
after the meeting. Tennent's journal records many failures 
and it is therefore difficult to think that he deliberately 
misstated the facts as to the number signing. Philips had the 
reputation of being a man of high character. 

94 Drayton to the Council of Safety, Aug. 21, 1775, in 
Gibbes, Doc. Hist.,1764-1776,pp.150-151; Drayton and Tennent to 
Council of Safety, Aug. 24, 1775, ibid., pp.156-157. 
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gatherings were obtained in different ways, but the commis¬ 

sioners and their associates sometimes met with insults, and 

95 
few signatures to the Association were obtained, Tennent 

complained that because of the teachings of the Loyalist lead¬ 

ers the people in general "firmly believe that no man that 

comes from below, and that no paper printed there can speak 

the truth,11 which prevented anything the commissioners might 

say from taking effect.0'^ 

Twice when Drayton v/as addressing a gathering the Loyal¬ 

ist leaders appeared to present their side. The chief spokes¬ 

man was neither Cunningham nor Robinson, but Thomas Brown, a 

new leader who had taken refuge with Fletchall after having 

been barbarously abused by a mob at Augusta, A man of consid¬ 

erable education and of boundless energy and courage, he was 

Tennent’s Journal, ibid., pp.230-232. It seems that 
Hart was ridiculed at times. Drayton to Council of Safety, 
Ang. 16, 1775, ibid., p.143; Tennent’s Journal, ibid., p.231. 
On one occasion Tennent v/as unable to attend a meeting on ac¬ 
count of heavy rains which made the streams impassable, ibid., 
232. Nevertheless the meeting was held, Tennent’s place being 
taken by Francis Salvador and Richard Rapely. David Fanning, 
who at the time lived on Rayburn Creek and was a sergeant in 
Captain James Lindlay’s company, gives an account of this meet¬ 
ing. He said the speakers were reprimanded by Henry O’Neal and 
others and that "it came so high, they had much adue to get 
off with their lives." David Fanning, "A Journal of Col. David 
Fanning’s Transactions, During the Late War, in America ..." 
(hereinafter cited as Fanning’s Journal), in The State Records 
of North Carolina (hereinafter cited as N. C. St. Rees.), 
XXII, T82. 

96 
Tennent to Laurens, Aug. 20, 1775, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 

1764-1776, p.145. 
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a valuable acquisition to Fletchall's party.9"7 On his first 

appearance against Drayton Brown read Sir John Dalnymple’s 

"The Address of the People of Great Britain to the Inhabitants 

of America," This pamphlet had been sent to Fletchall by 

Governor Campbell and was regarded by the people as a procla- 

98 
mation. The second occasion on which the Loyalist leaders 

matched their oratory against Drayton's was at the attempted 

election. Here Moses Kirkland as well as Brown spoke. Dal- 

rymple’s pamphlet was again read, and other remarks were made, 

which were probably more important. Unfortunately the only 

Thomas Brown v/as a native of Scotland v/ho came to South 
Carolina in 1773. He remained only a few months, as he soon 
moved to Georgia Y/here he settled on Broad River in an area 
v/hich had just been ceded to that province by the Cherokee 
Indians and v/hich was known as the "ceded" lands. Evidently, 
he had considerable property, for he and his two partners, 
James Brown and James Gordon, had a number of indentured ser¬ 
vants and obtained a grant for 5,000 acres of land. Brown, be¬ 
ing young and rash, got himself into trouble in the summer of 
1775 by attending meetings of the Revolutionary party and rid¬ 
iculing their proceedings. As a result he v/as mobbed by or¬ 
ders of the committee at Augusta. It v/as a most brutal case, 
for not only was he tarred and feathered, but his feet were 
roasted. Drayton, Memoirs, I, 366; Ontario Archives, 792-798; 
Wilbur H. Siebert, Loyalists in East Florida, 1774-1785, II, 
323-324. 

98 
Drayton to Council of Safety, Aug. 16, 1775, in Gibbes, 

Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, p.142. This pamphlet, which had been 
written at the request of Lord Forth, attempted to show that 
America could not successfully resist the British arms, that 
suspension of trade would injure the colonies, and that the 
issues between the colonies and the mother country could be 
easily settled. It also warned the people against pretended 
friends who in reality were enemies. The most striking state¬ 
ment is the following: "It is hard that the charge of our in¬ 
tending to enslave you, should come oftenest from the mouths 
of those lawyers v/ho in your Southern Provinces at least, have 
long made you slaves to themselves." American Archives, 4th 
ser., I, 1413-1434. 
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report of these remarks comes from enemies, namely Drayton and 

Tennent, who termed the language indecent and said that every 

unjust charge was made against the "American politics, that 

could alarm the people, and give them an evil impression of 

our designs against their liberties." Brown is also reported 

to have openly expressed his determination to join the king’s 

troops when they arrived and his hopes that every man in that 

99 
part of the province would do the same. Such a statement 

left no doubt in the minds of the commissioners as to the mil¬ 

itant nature of the party Robinson and Cunningham were forming. 

Between Saluda and Savannah rivers the commissioners met 

with fair success. Tennent organized three volunteer com¬ 

panies there and reported that the prevailing part was for 

"American measures." At the same time he found many v/ho were 

disaffected or undecided. 100 Drayton was careful not to dis¬ 

tribute powder among the militia of this region, which is the 

of 101 
best/(evidence that many people v/ere opposed to the Revolution. 

However, the majority of the leading men were Whigs, for such 

men as Andrew Williamson, James Mayson, Patrick Calhoun, John 

Bowie, LeRoy Hammond, Andrew Pickens, and John McCall belonged 

Drayton and Tennent to Council of Safety, Aug. 24, 1775, 
in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, pp.156-157. 

Tennent’s Journal, ibid., pp.232-234; Tennent to Coun¬ 
cil of Safety, Sept. 1, 1775, ibid., pp.164-166. 

Drayton to Council of Safety, Sept. 17, 1775, ibid., 
p.187. 
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to that party. In this region, however, there was one settle¬ 

ment that was solidly for the king, namely, that of the Pala- 

102 
tines on Cuffy Town and Hard Labor creeks. 

Immediately after his -unsuccessful visit with Fletchall, 

Drayton decided that it would be advisable to seize the Loyal¬ 

ist leaders. He therefore asked the Council of Safety for ad¬ 

ditional powers, arguing as follows: 

Vigorous measures are absolutely necessary. If a dozen 
persons are allowed to be at large, our progress has 
been in vain, and we shall be involved in a civil v/ar 
in spite of our teeth. In giving you this information, 
I tell a melancholy truth; but I do my duty. If cer¬ 
tain persons should be secured, some commotion, in all 
probability, will follow, but I am so well acquainted 
with the situation of the disaffected parts of the 
country and with such parts as may be brought against 
them, that I am under no apprehension for the conse¬ 
quences, provided prompt and vigorous measures attend 
every appearance of insurrection. 

The Council of Safety granted the powers, but it was by a four 

to three vote.^^ Drayton’s confidence in his ability to 

crush any armed attempt that Fletchall might make was due to 

the fact that he could bring forces to bear on the latter’s 

regiment from three sides. To the north were Heel’s regiment 

and the new regiment he had just organized in the upper part 

of Fletchall’s district, to the south he could count on a 

102 
See pp.400-401. 

1 n^ 
Drayton to Council of Safety, Aug. 21, 1775, in Cibbes, 

Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, p.153. 

104 
Drayton, Memoirs, I, 396-398. 
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goodly portion of the regiment between the Saluda and the 

Savannah, while to the east were the Rangers and several reg¬ 

iments in the middle portion of the province. Furthermore, 

he had been promised help from Forth Carolina. Therefore, 

argument having failed, and being confident of success, Drayton 

resorted to force. 

C. The Crushing of the Loyalist Party 

A favorable opportunity to commence action presented 

itself to Drayton on August 30, when it was reported that 

Kirkland was raising men with the intention of attacking Fort 

Charlotte. Drayton’s .first step was to issue a proclamation 

warning that persons who assembled with Kirkland would be 

deemed public enemies and suppressed with the sword. Kirkland 

then became alarmed, because he was liable to trial for en¬ 

couraging soldiers to desert. He offered to surrender to 

Drayton on promise of pardon, and when this offer was refused 

he fled in disguise to Charleston, where Governor Campbell 

105 
managed to put him safely on board a warship. Drayton next 

On August 30 Drayton had not received the additional 
instructions from the Council of Safety, but nevertheless in¬ 
terpreted previous instructions as giving him power to act in 
case of danger to Fort Charlotte. Drayton collected a number 
of affidavits as proof that the attack was intended. Ibid., I, 
379-382; Drayton to Council of Safety, Sept. 11, 1775, in 
Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, pp.171-173. On the other hand 
Thomas Brown claimed that Kirkland’s armed force consisted of 
merely a bodyguard of four men. Brown to Campbell, Oct. 18, 
1775, PR, XXXV, 319-320. 

Kirkland’s flight to Charleston was only the beginning 
of a series of adventures. He soon went to St. Augustine and 
was treated as a person of importance by Governor Tonyn, by 
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collected some militia with the intention of crossing the 

Saluda River and seizing Cunningham, but on arriving at Ninety 

Six he found that his opponents had collected a force much 

larger than his own. For about a week the two parties re¬ 

mained a few miles apart on'opposite sides of the river, each 

party constantly growing in numbers* The Loyalists continued 

to be considerably superior numerically, for by the lowest 

estimate they had between twelve hundred and fourteen hundred 

John Stuart, Superintendent of Indian affairs, and by British 
officers there, whom he assured that the majority of the back 
settlers were Loyalists and that with the aid of British sol¬ 
diers and supplies the province could be easily conquered. 
Kirkland then undertook a trip to Boston in hopes of inducing 
General Gage to send troops to the South. On the v/ay he 
stopped at Norfolk and assisted Governor Dunmore in the capture 
of that town. On resuming his voyage to Boston, he had the 
misfortune to be captured. He had with, him several letters of 
importance, which were pointed by the Continenta.l Congress as 
propaganda. Of particular importance was a letter by John 
Stuart to General Gage, which discussed the question of Indians 
cooperating with the British troops. Kirkland was imprisoned 
at Philadelphia and while there wrote a letter to Laurens in 
which he not only declared his willingness to return to South 
Carolina for trial but offered to be of all possible service 
to the American cause while traveling through the country. This 
offer to change sides again he explained by saying that he was 
convinced of the strength of America. The offer was not ac¬ 
cepted. However, Kirkland managed to escape from prison and 
made his way safely to the British army. He was at New York 
during the winter of 1776-1777 and in the following spring was 
sent to Florida, where John Stuart made him a deputy agent to 
the Seminole Indians. But his busy mind soon began to plan an 
attack on Georgia and he again went north to lay his plan be¬ 
fore the British commander. He returned with Colonel Camp¬ 
bell's expedition and assisted in the capoture of Savannah and 
in the campaigns in Georgia and South Carolina until the fall 
of Charleston in 1780. He then returned to Ninety Six Dis¬ 
trict, where he was made a colonel of militia by the British, 
ALT, LVJ.I, 319-332; Drayton, Memoirs, I, 296-298, II, 166-168; 
Moses Kirkland to Henry Laurens, Jan. 17, 1776, in American 
Archives, 4th ser., V, 1235. For his career as a militia of¬ 
ficer and refugee,, see pp. 372-375, 399. 
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men, while Drayton’s force never exceeded eleven hundred 

men." ° The latter, however, had the advantage in discipline, 

as it included the Rangers. In arms and supplies Drayton’s 

men again had the advantage. 

The Loyalists were far- from united in their aims and 

leadership. While many were ready to folio?/ Cunningham and 

Brov/n in aggressive measures, there were others whose chief 

desire v/as to be allowed to remain neutral. Fletchall, who 

being a colonel had command, was inclined, at least tempora¬ 

rily, to side with the latter. Drayton was able to take 

skillful advantage of this difference of opinion among his 

opponents. He issued a proclamation in which he denied that 

he had raised troops v/ith intentions of forcing the people to 

sign the Association. "We abhor the idea of compelling any 

person to associate with us; we only v/ith sorrow declare, that 

any person who will not associate v/ith, and aid and comfort 

us, in this arduous struggle for our liberties, cannot by us 

be considered as friendly to us," craftily explained Dray- 

107 
ton. At the same time, the proclamation contained threats 

against those who took up arms against Congress, and in order 

further to play on the fears of the people Drayton arranged to 

have a letter, directed to Colonel Richardson, intercepted by 

106 are Bpayton's figures. Drayton to Council of 
Safety, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, p.188. Brown 
claimed that the Loyalists Lad 2260 men. Brov/n to Campbell, 
Oct. 18, 1775, PR. XXXV, 290. Thomas Fletchall said that his 
men numbered about fifteen hundred. ALT, LVII, 224. 

107 
Drayton, Memoirs, I, 393. 
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men, while Drayton’s force never exceeded eleven hundred 

men.-UD The latter, however, had the advantage in discipline, 

as it included the Rangers. In arms and supplies Drayton’s 

men again had the advantage. 

The Loyalists were far from united in their aims and 

leadership. While many were ready to follow Cunningham and 

Brown in aggressive measures, there were others whose chief 

desire was to be allowed to remain neutral. Fletchall, who 

being a colonel had command, was inclined, at least tempora¬ 

rily, to side with the latter. Drayton was able to take 

skillful advantage of this difference of opinion among his 

opponents. He issued a proclamation in which he denied that 

he had raised troops with intentions of forcing the people to 

sign the Association. nWe abhor the idea of compelling any 

person to associate with us; we only with sorrow declare, that 

any person who will not associate with, and aid and comfort 

us, in this arduous struggle for our liberties, cannot by us 

be considered as friendly to us," craftily explained Dray- 

ton. At the same time, the proclamation contained threats 

against those who took up arms against Congress, and in order 

further to play on the fears of the people Drayton arranged to 

have a letter, directed to Colonel Richardson, intercepted by 

106 These are Drayton’s figures. Drayton to Council of 
Safety, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1761-1776, p.188. Brown 
claimed that the Loyalist's' Had 220 0 men. Brown to Campbell, 
Oct. 18, 1775, PR. XXXV, 290. Thomas Fletchall said that his 
men numbered about fifteen hundred. ALT, LVII, 224. 

107 
Drayton, Memoirs, I, 393. 
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refusal to sign the Association was due only to a desire to 

live in peace and promised not to join or aid any British 

troops that might be sent to the province. Furthermore they 

agreed to allow any person who censured or opposed the pro¬ 

ceedings of Congress to be punished. In return, they were 

promised that persons observing these provisions would be pro¬ 

tected and allowed to remain at home. At the same time, there 

was a clause excluding from this promise those who might re- 

109 
fuse to consider themselves bound by it. As a result of 

this treaty the Loyalists also gained the removal of the 

restrictions on tra.de with Charleston, though this provision 

was not specifically mentioned in the terms.Two of the 

deputies, Mulkey and Merrick, did not sign. 

There was much to say in favor of this treaty from the 

standpoint of both parties. It relieved Drayton from an em¬ 

barrassing situation, for there was danger that the Council 

of Safety would revoke the grant of additional powers, par¬ 

ticularly if fighting on a large scale should develop. The 

Loyalists gained the right to remain neutral and at the same 

time enjoy protection, a most valuable privilege in time of 

civil war. But to many of the Loyalists the treaty was a dis¬ 

graceful surrender, and Cunningham and Brown were loud in 

109 rjr^g treaty £S printed in Drayton, Memoirs, I, 400-403, 
and in Cibbes, Doc. Iiist., 1764-1776, pp. 184-186. 

Drayton to Council of Safety, Sept. 17, 1775, in Gibbes, 
Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, pp.189-190. 
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their denunciation of Fletchall. Cunningham declared that he 

would not be bound by the treaty. However, the Loyalist camp 

broke up and the people went home, though for several days 

some discussed schemes for attacking Drayton.111 Brown now 

left the South Carolina back country. He went to Charleston 

and succeeded in sending Governor Campbell an account of the 

signing of the treaty, after which he apparently made his way 

to Florida.112 

The treaty virtually ended Drayton’s mission, but before 

returning to Charleston he did two things which were to have 

an important bearing on future events. One of these was to 

Edward Musgrove to Drayton, Oct. 14, 1775, ibid., p.201. 

112 
This letter is the only available account of what took 

place in the Loyalist camp, but is written in such a vehement 
style that it is difficult to judge its accuracy. Brown said 
that he prepared a set of instructions outlining the demands 
of the Loyalists and gave them to Fletchall when the latter 
went to Drayton’s camp. The substance of these demands was 
as follows: (1) all prisoners in the province to be released; 
(2) governing bodies unknown to the Constitution not to be es¬ 
tablished "amongst us;" (3) no military corps to be quartered 
"amongst us" without permission of the governor; (4) no person 
to be disturbed in his private sentiments; (5) non-associators 
to enjoy privilege of trade; (6) the governor not to be molested; 
(7) Fort Charlotte and all the supplies taken from it to be 
surrendered. Brown also said that Fletchall was drunk and that 
his companions, Mulkey and Merrick excepted, were ignorant, 
with the result that Drayton dictated the terms. Furthermore 
he claimed that he had Drayton’s camp at his mercy, for he and 
Cunningham had crossed the Saluda with five hundred men and 
were ready to attack when Fletchall announced the signing of 
the treaty. The people, according to Brown., were anxious to be 
led against Drayton, but he and Cunningham dismissed the 
troops because they learned that the committees in North Caro¬ 
lina were planning to send troops to assist Drayton. Brown to 
Campbell, Oct. IS, 1775, PR. XXXV, 287-305. It will be noted 
that the terms which Brown suggested would have virtually put 
an end to the Revolution in South Carolina. Did he actually 
think he was in a position to obtain such demands? 

For the subsequent career of Thomas Brown see pp.198, 336. 
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have a conference with some Cherokee chiefs that were brought 

down to the Congarees for the occasion, and the other was to 

draw from Cunningham an expressed statement of his refusal to 

be bound by the treaty. The wily Drayton accomplished the 

latter by a skillfully writ-ten letter, which Cunningham un¬ 

wisely answered honestly and fearlessly. Cunningham consid¬ 

ered Drayton’s letter unfair but frankly admitted that he did 

not consider himself bound by the treaty, which he described 

as "false and disgraceful from beginning to end." A few weeks 

later, Cunningham was seized and carried to Charleston. This 

occasioned a second rising of the Loyalists. Patrick Cunning¬ 

ham raised a body to rescue his brother, in which attempt he 

failed. However, he succeeded in capturing a wagon loaded 

with a thousand pounds of powder which the Council of Safety 

was sending as a present to the Cherokees. It was valuable 

ammunition, not merely for rifles but for propaganda as well, 

and the Loyalist leaders now turned the tables on the Whigs 

by using the fear of an Indian attack to rally the people 

around them. This was accomplished through the services of a. 

new leader, Richard Pearis, a colorful figure but of none too 

savory a character. 

Pearis was born in Ireland about 1725 but had lived on 

the frontier for years. Immigrating at the age of ten, he had 

settled first in Pennsylvania and then in Virginia. During 

the French and Indian war he had seen extensive service as a 

113 
Drayton, Memoirs, I 417-418. 
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lieutenant in the Virginia provincial troops and in command 

of a company of Indians. These services were performed with 

loyalty and efficiency that won the praise of Governor 

Dinwiddle. He acquired much influence among the Indians, in 

which his ability as an orator "of savage eloquence and power" 

evidently played a part. Moreover, he married a Cherokee 

wife and through this alliance obtained a tract of a hundred 

and fifty thousand acres on the headwaters of Enoree and Reedy 

rivers in South Carolina. The fact that such a grant was Il¬ 

legal, as the land was above the Indian frontier, did not seem 

to trouble him. At his home, a place called the Big Canebreak 

on Reedy River, he had- a substantial establishment, with a 

mill, a store at which he traded with the Indians, a hundred 

acres of land In cultivation, and a large stock of horses and 

cattle. It was Pearls who brought the 'Cherokee Indians to 

meet Drayton and he expected to be rewarded with an appoint¬ 

ment as Indian agent. However, the Council of Safety gave 

the position to a rival. Pearls had desired the position not 

merely for the sake of ambition but to get out of financial 

difficulties^ as some Charleston merchants were about to levy 

on his property for debts. ' His services having been de¬ 

clined by the Revolutionary party. Pearls now turned to their 

opponents, who could make good use of him. Pearls made affi- 

113a 
ALT, XXXVI, 

Safety, in Coll. S. 

Bennett, in SCHCi.:, 
122. 

362-382; Journal of the Second Council of 
C. Hist. Soc., Ill, 55-56: Rotes by John 

XVIII (lSlTTT 97-98; SCHGM, XXII (1921), 
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davit that the Council was planning to use the Cherokee In¬ 

dians against the Loyalists, and though this affidavit was en¬ 

tirely false, the present of the powder made the charges con¬ 

vincing to many. 

On learning of the seizure of the powder, Andrew William¬ 

son began to raise men with the intentions of retaking it. 

But the Loyalists also raised a force of around 2000 men and 

on November 19 attacked Williamson, who had only 562 men, at 

114 
Ninety Six. Joseph Robinson was in command assisted by 

Patrick Cunningham, Evan McLaurin, and Richard Pearis. Wil¬ 

liamson had erected a rude fort, which the Loyalist force 

proceeded to besiege. The battle, known as the first battle 

of Ninety Six, was ended after three days of fighting by a 

treaty. The terms were as follows: prisoners should be re¬ 

leased, the fort destroyed, the Loyalists should retire to 

the other side of the river, there should be a twenty-day 

truce during which the Loyalists might submit their case to 

Governor Campbell and the Whigs submit theirs to the Council 

of Safety, and finally any reenforcements that might arrive 

were to be bound by the truce. 

The destruction of the fort made the first battle of 

Ninety Six appear as a Loyalist victory, and it was the 

John Drayton places the Loyalist force at 1890. Memoirs, 
II, 119. However, Robinson in one memorial said his force was 
2400 and in another memorial placed It at only 2000. Ontario 
Archives, p. 55; Ryerson, Loyalists of America and Their "Times, 
TT7 215/ Pearls said there were 2200. ""“ALT, tCXVI , o'/ITT- James 
Mayson estimated them at 2000. Mayson to Thomson, Nov. 24, 
1775, in Gibbes, Doc♦ Hist., 1764-1776, p. 215. 
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closest thing to a victory that a large body of Loyalist mi¬ 

litia ever won in South Carolina. However, they received no 

real benefit from it, except that for twenty days Williamson’s 

men could not take the field. The fact that the Loyalist 

leaders were willing to withdraw on such terms indicates that 

their position was precarious. There were difficulties about 

securing supplies of food, there was no person in command who 

was regarded by all as having authority, and finally a part 

of their force consisted of persons who had joined them only 

on account of the rumor of the Indian attack. The weakness 

of the treaty was that having been made by inferior officers, 

its terms were not observed by their superiors. Williamson 

commanded only a part of the Whig force. Richardson and 

Thomson, both of them higher in rank than Williamson, were 

preparing to invade the Loyalist region at the time the treaty 

was signed, and they refused to be bound thereby. Similarly 

the Council of Safety did not feel compelled to observe the 

terms. They agreed to allow a messenger from the Loyalist 

leaders to confer with Governor Campbell only on condition 

that a witness be present. The governor, however, insisted 

on seeing the messenger in private, whereupon the Council of 

Safety arrested the messenger and thereby deprived the Loyal¬ 

ist leaders of the governor’s advice. 

The downfall of the Loyalists followed quickly. On 

December 2 Richardson entered the fork betv^een Saluda and 

115 
Drayton, Memoirs, II, 121. 



3 J J i'J - • ■■ E - 3 >JLO 

. -..j;..: 

, 

■ S-.-jc -Tar. 

- -- v one. 2*ic;>bc : 

. 

. . 

. 

. e....- ■ o:"o 

• w • ' 

.... . a - .. In . . 
% 

, .n. . • 

. 

. 

..... 

. .: c 1 .sz ' , . '.o; _ . ‘iv r.'iC'Jsal d 3-' 

• . 

. ' : . t . .* . . •- 



126 

Broad rivers with fifteen hundred men. The accomplishments 

of Drayton and Tennent in August now became apparent, for over 

five hundred men under Thomas, heel, and Lyles, the last being 

the lieutenant colonel of Fletchall's regiment, joined Rich¬ 

ardson. A thousand men were sent from North Carolina, and 

after the expiration of the twenty-day truce Andrew Williamson 

again took the field. Some men from the upper part of Granville 

regimental district took part in the expedition. Richardson’s 

force eventually numbered between four and five thousand men 

and more could have been obtained, for the Cheraw and George¬ 

town regiments were preparing to march. In August Drayton 

had foreseen the vulnerability of Fletchall’s party to just 

such an attack and it is reasonable to assume that his was 

the guiding hand in organizing it. The Loyalists offered 

little resistance. Discouraged and confused, some voluntar¬ 

ily surrendered. Others were captured in hiding or in small 

groups. Patrick Cunningham was able to assemble not over 

four hundred men, and of these many soon deserted. Unable to 

make a stand he retreated across the Indian boundary and en¬ 

camped at the Great Cane Brake on Reedy River, near the home 

of Richard Pearis. A surprise attack on the camp resulted in 

the capture of the greater part of this group. Patrick Cun¬ 

ningham managed to escape but was soon afterward captured and 

sent to Charleston as a prisoner.J'I'° In this expedition 

116 Journal of the S. C. Provincial Congress, Feb. 27, 1776, 
in American Archives, 4th ser., V, 582. 
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which is known as the Snow Campaign, J"“^a Richardson succeeded 

in capturing nearly all of the Loyalist leaders. Of those 

who up to the time had played an important part, only Robinson 

and McLaurin escaped. A hundred and thirty-six of the prison¬ 

ers were sent to Charleston. Among these were colonel Fletch- 

117 
all and ten militia captains. It v;as soon thought advis¬ 

able as a conciliatory measure to release most of the prison¬ 

ers, but Fletchall, the two Cunninghams, Richard Pearis, and 

ten others v/ere not released until after the battle of Fort 

118 
Moultrie. ' Great efforts towards conciliating the con¬ 

quered were made by Richardson. Persons surrendering volun¬ 

tarily were generally'dismissed "with soft words.More 

important still, the burning and plundering which had been 

120 
expected was not allowed. At the same time, there was 

great bitterness toward the Loyalists on the part of some of 

the Whigs. This became apparent during the attack on the 

camp at the Great Cane Brake, when but for the intervention 

116a ex-t;pemely heavy snow that caused considerable suf¬ 
fering among th.e men gave it the name. Drayton, Memoirs, II, 
133-136. 

For this list see Gibbes, Doc♦ Hist., 1764-1776, p. 
249-253. This list does not include Patrick Cunningham and 
two others who were captured and sent at a later time. 

118 Journal of the S. C. General Assembly, April 11, 1776, 
in American Archives, 4th ser., V, 650. 

Richardson to Laurens, Dec. 12, 1775, in Gibbes, Doc. 
Hist., 1764-1776, p.240. 

120 
Richardson to Laurens, ibid., p.248. 
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of the officers many of the Loyalists would have been killed 

without being allowed to surrender. On their part the Loyal¬ 

ists, at least those who had entered zealously into the cause, 

did not become reconciled to the new government. The party 

divisions formed between June and December, 1775, tended to 

become permanent. 

Vi/hen the Cherokee Indians attacked the South Carolina 

frontier in July, 1776, some of the Loyalists took advantage 

of the opportunity for revenge against their Whig neighbors 

and joined the savages. A party attacking Lyndley’s Port was 

composed of 102 white men and 88 Indians. This fort, situated 

on Raburn’s Creek, commanded the most strongly Loyalist set¬ 

tlements in South Carolina. Many of the assailants were from 

122 
Raburn Creek neighborhood and it was believed by the Whigs 

that had the fort fallen a Loyalist insurrection would have 

followed. 

At the same time, the Cherokee war offered an opportunity 

for alleviating the bitterness between the parties by uniting 

the people In a common cause. Most of the Loyalist settlers 

feared the Indians as much as did the Whigs, and apparently 

121 
nThe vanquished royalists retired to their plantations; 

but on all occasions discovered as much obstinacy in opposing 
their countrymen, as their countrymen did firmness in opposing 
Great-Britain.” Ramsay, Rev, of _S. £., I, 77. 

122 
David. Panning, who at that time lived on Raburn’s 

Creek, led a party of twenty-five men from his neighborhood 
to make a juncture with the Indians at Fearis’ place. 
Panning's Journal, in N. C. St. Rees., XXII, 184. 
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123 
many of them willingly took part in the expedition against 

the Cherokees which broke the power of that tribe. Among 

124 
those who offered their services was Robert Cunningham, 

who had been released from prison after the Battle of Port 

Moultrie. Andrew Williamson, who was preparing to lead his 

expedition a.gainst the Cherokees, saw the advantage of win¬ 

ning the good will of Cunningham, but nevertheless felt com¬ 

pelled to refuse the offer. The release of Cunningham, com¬ 

ing at a time when every Loyalist was under suspicion on ac¬ 

count of the attack on Lyndley's Port, had caused an uproar 

in Williamson's camp. The men accused the government of turn¬ 

ing loose their enemy'against them. It would have been diffi¬ 

cult for Williamson to have allowed Cunningham to accompany 

the expedition. But there was another reason for Williamson's 

refusal. The Whigs viewed Cunningham's offer as an attempt 

to obtain a position of prominence and leadership. They were 

determined that he should be merely an individual and not the 

head of a party. Cunningham was an ambitious man and was 

deeply hurt by the rejection of his services. Despite defeat 

ALT, LIII, 491; Ontario Archives, pp.174-176, 527-528. 

124 
Richard Pearis had been released at the same time and 

also offered to fight against the Indians. However, his offer 
does not seem to have been considered. The hatred and sus¬ 
picion against him were particularly strong, because his place 
had been used as a rendevous by the men who attacked Lyndley's 
Port. Panning's Journal, in JT. £. Sjb. Rees., XXII, 184. The 
Whig army burned Pearis' house and plundered his property on 
this expedition. Journal of an Expedition in 1776, Against 
the Cherokee, under the Command of Captain Peter Clinton, Dra¬ 
per MSS (Wisconsin State Historical Library), 3 W 162. 
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and imprisonment he had a large following in Ninety Six Dis¬ 

trict. It is possible that a great opportunity was lost by 

125 
the Whigs on this occasion. 

D. Distribution of Loyalism 

The foregoing account of the rise and fall of the party 

led by Fletchall, Cunningham, and Robinson clearly shows that 

it was a piedmont party. Its influence was confined to an 

area bounded by the Catawba-Wateree, the fall line, and the 

Savannah. This area is divided by Broad and Saluda rivers 

into three natural divisions. In the largest and central one 

of these divisions, that is, the one lying between the Saluda 

and the Broad, the Loyalists were dominant. In the other two 

divisions, that is, the one between the Broad and the Catawba- 

Wateree and the one between the Saluda and the Savannah, the 

Whigs were dominant, though in some parts, especially in the 

latter. Loyalist sentiment was considerable. It will be re¬ 

called, however, that the Whigs controlled the upper portion 

of the region between the Saluda and the Broad, so that the 

area under the dominance of Fletchall1s party was restricted 

to the lower and middle portions of the fork between those 

rivers. Loyalism seemed strongest numerically In Robert 

Cunningham’s and James Lyndley’s companies, which comprised 

The facts used in this section have been taken from 
Drayton, Memoirs, I, 379-430, II, 60-69, 116-138, 338-345, ex¬ 
cept as is otherwise indicated. 
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1 Pf) 
the settlements on Little River and Raburn’s Creek. 

But even this region was not solidly Loyalist, for it was the 

home of a very prominent Whig, James Williams, and there evi¬ 

dently were a number of Y/higs defending Lyndley’s Port at the 

time it was attacked. 

When it is said that a region was predominantly Whig, 

this refers more to the leading men than to the mass of the 

people. The Revolutionary government was very successful in 

securing the leading men, but it does not necessarily follow 

that these leaders were able to bring over their neighbors. 

The Loyalist leaders seem to have had greater success in 

arousing the people than did the Whigs. Fletchall, in August, 

127 
1775, had claimed the support of four thousand persons. 

Moses Kirkland claimed that upwards of five thousand persons 

12 a 
signed Robinson’s association, and Thomas Brown estimated 

129 
the Loyalist strength at five thousand. ~ These seem to be 

optimistic estimates, for several years later the total 

strength of the militia in Ninety Six District was only about 

Ibid,, II, 342-343; Tennent’s Journal, in C-ibbes, Doc. 
Hist., 1764-1776, pp.231-232. 

127 
Fletchall to Campbell, July 19, 1775, in Historical 

Manuscript Commission, The Manuscripts of the Earl of Dart¬ 
mouth, II, 355. 

128 
ALT, LVII, 319. 

129 
Brown to Campbell, Oct. 18, 1775, PR, XXXV, 300. 
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four thousand. x~c,'a Nevertheless the Loyalists raised two 

thousand men when they attacked the fort at Ninety Six, which 

represented a population of ten thousand persons, almost one 

sixth of the total white population of the state. The Whig 

militia defending the fort at this time consisted of only 507 

men. The preponderance of leaders in proportion to privates 

among the Whigs is indicated by twenty-four captains and two 

majors present. Seventeen of the companies had less than 

twenty men, and there were only two privates each in two corn- 

130 
panies. Yet Williamson had been trying for two weeks to 

raise a force sufficiently strong to invade the fork. Sim¬ 

ilarly the forces sent by Colonels Neel, Thomas, and Lyles to 

assist Richardson were not large. The first two sent two 

■j 'Z'l 

hundred men each and the latter a hundred and fifty. 

Of Loyalist sentiment in the middle country there is lit¬ 

tle detailed information. Nevertheless Richardson and Thomson 

found strong evidences of it when they called on their regi¬ 

ments to march against the Loyalists. Thomson had been asked 

l 2Qq 
Cornwallis to G-ermain, Aug. 20, 1775, in Benjamin F. 

Stevens, The Campaip;n in Virginia, in 1781: An Exact Reprint of 
Six Rare Pamphlets on the Clint on-Cornwallis Contr overs:/ « • • 
Thereinafter cited as Clinton-Cornwallis Controversy), I, 
242-243. 

130 
This does not include a company of 38 rangers who were 

proba.bly from Ninety Six District. There was also a company 
of 18 Georgians in the fort. Drayton, Memoirs, II, 159. 

-Lo IL 
These seem to have been detachments and hence did not 

represent the full Whig strength of those regiments. Lyles 
and Thomas had to march through the disaffected area and a 
part of the men must have been left to protect the homes. 
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to furnish only two hundred men, but only a hundred obeyed 

the draft, and these were from the three companies nearest 

his home. He described his difficulties as follows: 

133 

When the serjeants warned the draughted people about 
Orangeburgh and the Congarees, they seemed very inso¬ 
lent, asked which camps they were to join, and in fact, 
did as much as to declare themselves King’s men, as 
they term it. The same disaffection seems to have 
reigned amongst a part of Col, .Richardson’s people. 

Thomson attributed the disaffection among the people at 

Orangeburg partly to cowardice and partly to the effect of 

"132 
"speeches of disappointed gentlemen in our parish. But 

Orangeburg with its German population was to prove one of the 

most important Loyalist parts of the province, while the Con¬ 

garees was in Saxe Gotha Township, one of the areas in which 

Drayton had been able to get very few people to sign the 

Association. By Orangeburg, Thomson meant not the entire 

Orangeburg circuit court district but Orangeburg Township and 

the adjacent area in the fork of Edisto. The three companies 

near Thomson’s home were in Amelia Township; a locality that 

was to be Whig throughout the war. 

Richardson’s regimental district, which included not only 

all of Camden District east of the Catawba-Wateree but the 

lower portion of the region between that river and the Broad 

as well, furnished about nine hundred men for the Snow Campaign. 

132 

Hist., 
Thomson to Laurens, Hov. 
1764-177S, pp.222-223. 

28, 1775, in Gibbes, Doc. 
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Evidently he and his captains had succeeded well in bringing 

his men to the point of accepting the Revolution, Neverthe¬ 

less, the spirit of disaffection “prevailed greatly on the 

north of Wateree river and Lynches creek, and parts high up 
*1 17 17 

in that quarter.nJ*°° Again, as in the case of the portion of 

Orangeburg District in which the people disobeyed the call to 

arms, this area was to show Loyalist tendencies throughout 

the war. This disaffected area lay partly in Cheraw District, 

since Lynches River was the boundary between that district 

and Camden. The people in the most prosperous and important 

part of Cheraw District, the settlements on both banks of 

the Great Peedee, were Whigs. Their neighbors on the Little 

Peedee, which was in the upper part of Georgetown District, 

were showing tendencies towards disaffection. This also 

was to be a Loyalist stronghold after the British occupation. 

Thus the Loyalist areas in the back country were the fork 

between the Saluda and the Broad rivers, Saxe Gotha Township, 

Orangeburg Township and the fork of Edisto, the settlements on 

the upper part of Lynches River, and the Little Peedee region. 

Also, Hillsborough Township in Ninety Six District, where the 

Palatines had settled, contained a small but important group 

of Loyalists, the people generally supported the Revolution, 

even though it cannot be said that they always did so with 

Richardson to Laurens, Dec. 22, 1775, ibid., p.243. 

134 
Gregg, Old Cheraws, pp.240-243. 
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alacrity or fervor. Thus it seems that throughout the hack 

country party divisions were formed in 1775. With the shift¬ 

ing fortunes of war, the members of each party in turn had 

to submit, take an oath to support the opposite cause, and 

even, after a perfunctory manner, bear arms; yet despite all 

the changing of sides, there seems to have been little real 

change of heart. 

E. Basic Reasons for Loyalism 

There is a widespread belief that back country Loyalism 

was due in a great measure to resentment against Charleston 

and the planters of the coast. Such a view is a natural sup¬ 

position since the assembly had neglected the interests of 

the back country. In support of this belief there is a small 

but very significant amount of source material. Fletchall 

in his letter to Laurens said "In fact, we never had any rep- 

resentatives•" More important is ferment’s report that 

the Loyalist leaders had filled the people with bitterness 

against the gentlemen and taught them that no person from 

Charleston could speak the truth and that papers printed there 

1 'Kp. 
were filled with lies. Furthermore Ramsay's statement that 

"some ignorant people in the back country were taught to be¬ 

lieve that the whole was an artful deception, imposed upon 

Fletchall to Laurens, July 24, 1775, in G-ibbes, 
Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, p.124. 

156 Terment’s Journal, ibid., p.228; Tennent to Laurens, 
Aug. 20, 1775, ibid., p.M^T"” 
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them for interested purposes by the gentlemen of fortune and 

ambition on the sea coast" ° ‘ may be interpreted to mean mere¬ 

ly that Kirkland and Cunningham appealed to the prejudice 

against low country gentlemen in rallying the people to the 

Loyalist cause. 

On the other hand such an explanation fails completely 

to explain the party divisions in the back country. If re¬ 

sentment against the low country had been the main cause of 

Loyalism it might be expected that as a class the Regulators 

would have been Loyalists. This was not the case. It is 

true that Moses Kirkland and Robert Cunningham had been Reg¬ 

ulators, but so had James Mayson and Thomas Woodward, both 

of whom were Whigs. In Cheraw the Regulators were Whigs, 

even Gideon Gibson who had been excepted from the pardon 

granted to Regulators by the governor. Patrick Calhoun, who 

had been elected to the assembly in 1769 by a party of back 

settlers who marched to Prince William’s Parish, was a Whig, 

and so were most of his followers, for the Long Canes settle¬ 

ment was stanchly Whig during the Revolution. John Musgrove, 

a ma.n whom the regulators had flogged, was a Loyalist. Final¬ 

ly, the term "Scopholites," which was used as a contemptious 

epithet for the Loyalists, was derived from the name of a per¬ 

son who had been active in arresting Regulators. There had 

Ramsay, Rev, of S, £., I, 79-80 
137 
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been an anti-Regulator faction in Ninety Six District, and it 

is quite possible that its members chose the Loyalist side in 

the Revolution. 

If resentment against the low country had been the main 

cause of Loyalism, one would expect that the leading men would 

have been Loyalists. But, as has been shown, it was only in 

a part of Fletchall’s regimental district and in certain Ger¬ 

man settlements that this was the case. Everywhere else the 

prominent people tended to accept the Revolution. This seems 

to have been due in some measure to the concessions which the 

low country leaders made to gain back country support. The 

use of commissions to win over important men and the urging 

of the back country to elect members to the Provincial Con¬ 

gress have been mentioned. The back country obtained repre¬ 

sentation under the constitution of 1776. Disestablishment 

came in 1778, and though county courts were not obtained they 

For an account of Regulation see pp. 79-91. The first 
use that I find of the term Scopholite as a synonym for Loyal¬ 
ist occurs in a list of the prisoners sent to Charleston by 
Richardson, several of the men being designated as Scopholite 
captains, apparently in contrast with the regular militia cap¬ 
tains. Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, pp.249-250. The spell¬ 
ing varies, the forms Scofelite and Scovilite sometimes are 
used. 

Ramsay, in 1785, was under the impression that the 
South Carolina Regulators had been Loyalists. Rev, of S_. C., 
I, 64. In a subsequent work Ramsay gave a much more detailed 
account of Regulation, in which he stated that the bitterness 
between the Regulators and their opponents, the Scovilites, 
continued after the establishment of courts in the back coun¬ 
try, and that during the Revolution the Regulators became 
Whigs and the Scovilites became Tories. The term Scovilite 
was then applied to all Loyalists. Hist, of S. _C., II, 213-214. 
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were promised. The concessions made to the back country were 

by no means commensurate with the military and economic impor¬ 

tance of that region, but they were more than the British had 

159 — 
to offer. it must be admitted that the back country Whigs 

showed a strong disinclination to go to the low country to 

fight, and it must be admitted that resentment against the low 

country as well as fear of malaria was responsible for this 

but that cannot be considered Loyalism. These same people 

readily took up arms to suppress Loyalist insurrections. 

The Whig explanation of the motivation for the Loyalism 

of Fletchall and his associates was resentment in being over¬ 

looked by the Provincial Congress in the distribution of com¬ 

missions. In the case of Kirkland and Cunningham this seems 

to have been a factor, but it is not so clear in the case of 

140 
Fletchall, however, if such was the case, it must be added 

139 
John Stuart in 1776 suggested to Clinton that a mani¬ 

festo be issued promising that upon the restoration of the 
royal authority the governor would use his influence to obtain 
more equal representation, schools, churches, and a just por¬ 
tion of the public money for the back country. Stuart to 
Clinton, May 9, 1776, Library of Congress transcripts of Pub¬ 
lic Record Office papers (hereinafter referred to by classi¬ 
fication number only), C.O. 5:77, p.217. Apparently this was 
not done. 

1 ao 
See pp. 98-103. A most interesting but provokingly am¬ 

biguous explanation of the reason for the disaffection of 
Fletchall and the other Loyalist leaders was written to Dray¬ 
ton by Edward Musgrove. The writer, a native of England and 
one of the earliest settlers of the back country, v/as a man of 
considerable education. He was an elderly man and so v/as able 
to avoid taking sides. Lyman C. Draper, King* 1s Mountain and 
its Heroes,pp.123-214. The most important part of his letter 
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to the evidence supporting the view that hack country Loyal- 

ism v/as due to resentment against the low country, for the 

Provincial Congress was completely controlled by the latter 

section. 

In listing the reasons-for Loyalism, it must be remembered 

that Loyalism is the natural attitude of a people and that it 

is not easy to bring a people to the point of revolution with¬ 

out a long period of preparation. The British government 

seemed very strong; there was no immediate threat to the back 

settlers in the policy of the British government; they did not 

drink tea; it was difficult to convince them that the attack 

to Drayton is as follows: 

I must tell you that there are particular reasons why 
people have been so divided in the Pork, and I knew from 
the first that it would be as it has turned out, and said 
so to the knowledge of several; and I think I know how 
it will be, and tell you it will be precarious. There 
is a wheel within a wheel; yet I wish you were to be at 
Ninety-six Court; I would communicate my mind to you 
from the bottom of my heart. I can’t write it legibly; 
and you may depend I cannot use deceit, and scorn to be 
frightened into anything; but as you know there is a 
great deal of malice in the Province between them-- and 
the town also; and so there is a great deal of subtilty 
[pic] used in order to proceed violently when opportuni¬ 
ty or a critical time happens. If such things were re¬ 
considered or had been judiciously considered before, 
all things in this Province would have gone easily on in 
one channel; two or three men sometimes may be worth a 
thousand, and be of no great ability either. However, 
time is not gone yet. 

Edward Musgrove to Drayton, Oct. 14, 1775, in G-ibbes, Doc. Hist., 
1764-1776, p.203. Whether Musgrove mean that there was malice 
between the people of the province at large against the town, 
or whether he mean that there was malice between individuals 
In the province at large just as there was malice between in¬ 
dividuals in the town is not clear. In any case, he was sug¬ 
gesting to Drayton that some key men in the fork between the 
Saluda and the Broad could be won by considerate treatment. 
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on Massachusetts was but the beginning of an attack on the 

liberties of all the colonies. As has been pointed out, the 

back settlers in 1775 were not prepared emotionally for the 

Revolution. It is in this respect that the neglect of back 

country interests by the low country was most responsible for 

Loyalism and indifference. If the back country had been rep¬ 

resented in the assembly during the ten years of controversy 

preceeding 1775, they would probably have had the same atti¬ 

tude as the planters on the coast. 

On the other hand, there were some elements in the back 

country that could not have been brought to enter enthusiast¬ 

ically into the Revolution under any circumstances. The 

loyalty of the Germans has been mentioned; in addition there 

were a number of Quakers who v/ere conscientious objectors. 

Soon after Governor Campbell’s arrival in the province a 

society of Quakers consisting of about three hundred families 

141 
sent him an address of loyalty. There was a considerable 

]42 
group of Quakers along the Wateree River in Camden District. 

143 
Also there were some in Ninety Six District. Moreover, a 

large number of the people were recent immigrants. Of the 136 

claimants (persons filing claims against the British govern¬ 

ment for losses due to Loyalism) who had resided in the back 

141 
Campbell to Dartmouth, Aug. 19, 1775, PR, XXXV, 188. 

142 
Thomas J. Kirkland and Robert M. Kennedy, Historic 

Camden, pp.73-85. 

Panning’s Journal, in IT. _C. St. Rees., XXII, 184. 
143 
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country, 71 had arrived subsequent to 1765 and 27 of these had 

144 
arrived after 1770. These recent immigrants were in part 

German and in part Scotch-Irish. According to Ramsay, the 

Scotch-Irish that came direct to South Carolina were usually 

Loyalist while those that had come by way of the colonies to 

145 
the north were likely to be Whigs• 

But the Loyalists who proved to be the most militant 

were not recent immigrants. Pletchall’s men were Virginians 

and Scotch-Irish who had come from the northward. According 

to Thomas Brown, upwards of a thousand of them had performed 

military service in Virginia during the French and Indian 

war.^° Probably these men were Loyalists because their cap¬ 

tains and their colonel chose that side. The people on the 

Little Peedee are said to have come from North Carolina, and 

their Loyalism is attributed to their poverty in contrast 

147 
with the prosperity of the Whigs on the Great Peedee. It 

•h o-t 

is^unlikely that this v/as likewise the case with the .Loyal¬ 

ists on the upper part of Lynches River. The gentlemen of 

influence, on whom the Charleston leaders counted to bring 

Seventeen of the claimants gave no date of arrival. It 
is probable that some of them arrived after 1763. In fact, 
several said that they came to America shortly before the war. 

° Ramsay, Rev, of S. £., I, 64-65. 

146 Brown to Campbell, Oct. 18, 1775, PR, XXXV, 291. 

— 

147 
Gregg, Old Cheraws, p.75. 
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over the mass of the people in the back country, would natural¬ 

ly have less influence in least progressive areas. 

To summarize, back country Loyalism was due to the 

presence of Germans, Quakers, and recent immigrants, to the 

resentment of certain prominent men who had been overlooked 

by the Provincial Congress in the distribution of honors, 

and to the fact that the minds of the people had not been pre¬ 

pared for the Revolution. In the last of these reasons lack 

of back, country representation in the assembly was an impor¬ 

tant factor. However, the general distrust of low country 

leaders took the form of an attitude of "let the low country 

fight its own battles" rather than one of active Loyalism. 
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CHAPTER IV 

OUTSTANDING EVENTS 
THE 

BETWEEN' THE BATTLE OP FOPm /iU MOULTRIE AND 
SURRENDER OP CHARLESTON 

For over two years after the Battle of Port Moultrie and 

the campaign against the Cherokee Indians, the new government 

enjoyed immunity from invasion. The only military events of 

consequence in which the soldiers of South Carolina engaged 

were two feeble attempts against Florida, one in the winter 

of 1776-1777 and the other in the spring and summer of 1778. 

Both were failures. The first of these weakened the state 

considerably as sickness caused a heavy loss among the regular 

1 
troops. 

The most important civil event during this period of calm 

was the adoption of a new state constitution in 1778. Though 

it was in general a conservative document, two notable changes 

were made--disestablishment of the Anglican church and the 

substitution of a popularly elected senate in place of a leg¬ 

islative council chosen by the lower house. Of great signifi¬ 

cance, also, was the preamble stating that since the constitu¬ 

tion of 1776 had looked "forward to an accommodation with 

Great Britain" and since subsequently all political connection 

S, MeGrady, 
321-326,* Wallace 

C. in Rev. 
Hi xSt “oT 

1775-1780, pp. 201-204, 209-213, 
,“077 TT^ 170-172, 176-177. j • i 
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v/lth Great Britain had been dissolved by the declaration of 

the Continental Congress, it was' "absolutely necessary to 

frame a constitution suitable to that great event.These 

changes were not effected without a protest, for President 

John Rutledge dramatically resigned his office rather than 

sign the new constitution. His main objections were the aban¬ 

donment of hope of reconciliation with the mother country and 

the democratic trend given by the popular election of members 

of the upper house. Rutledge’s conservative principles were 

expressed in a notable speech, the high points of which were 

these: that an accommodation with Great Britain was "as desir¬ 

able now as it ever was;" that it was more probable that "per¬ 

sons of the greatest integrity would be chosen by the repre¬ 

sentatives than by the people;" that "however unexceptionable 

democratic power may appear at the first view, its effects 

have been found arbitrary, severe, and destructive;" and that 

''projects and experiments relative to government are of all 

schemes the most fatal and dangerous."^ 

Strange to say, the position of chief executive made va¬ 

cant by Rutledge’s resignation was accepted by a noted con¬ 

servative, Rawlins Lowndes, after it had been refused by a one¬ 

time radical, Arthur Middleton. Moreover, Rutledge retained 

^ Thomas Cooper and David J. McCord, eds., The Statutes at 
Large of South Carolina (hereinafter cited as Cooper, Statutes), 
I7T37': 

Ramsay, Rev, of S. C.,I, 132-138* 
3 
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his influence with the people in spite of his reactionary re¬ 

marks. Many of the circumstances connected with the adoption 

of the constitution of 1778 are obscure, but Rutledge's veto 

stands as significant evidence that there was distrust of 

democracy and independence among some of the upper class who 

A 
were not considered Loyalists.* 

The year 1778 was one of decision in South Carolina, for 

the question of abandoning hope of reconciliation with Great 

Britain appeared in other forms. In close connection with the 

new constitution was a law requiring all males of military age 

to take an oath to defend the state against George III.5 More 

important still was the rejection of the British peace pro¬ 

posals. 

In 1778, Lord North attempted to regain the allegiance of 

the colonies by offering to concede virtually all that they 

had demanded prior to the Declaration of Independence. The 

tax on tea was repealed and Parliament agreed to levy on the 

colonies no taxes other than those necessary for regulating 

commerce. A special commission was sent to America to nego¬ 

tiate peace. However, the news of the French alliance had al- 

For discussions of this constitution and its adoption see 
McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp.209-213,235-247, and 
Wallace, HlsT, of S. 0.,11, 168-170,173-175. The former points 
out (p.242) that in a speech at the opening of the Assembly, 
Rutledge had exhorted the people to continue the struggle until 
independence was obtained. Wallace (p.175) thinks that there 
was a strain of irresolution in Rutledge's character. 

5 
For a discussion of this law and its effect see pp. 164-165. 
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ready been announced before the commissioners arrived, and 

Lord North's offer was rejected by Congress. Incidentally, the 

president of that body at this time was Henry Laurens, one of 

the conservatives who in 1775 had hampered the efforts of 

Drayton. After the rebuff from Congress, the commissioners ap¬ 

pealed to the individual states, but with no better success. 

The peace proposals met as cold a reception in South Carolina 

as elsewhere. When, on October 20, 1778, a flag of truce ar¬ 

rived with letters from the commissioners addressed to the 

president, the commander of the army, the legislature, the 

clergy, and the people, the president called a meeting of his 

council together with the leading men of the classes addressed. 

This body unanimously rejected the proposals and reprimanded 

the bearer for attempting to negotiate with the state in its 

separate capacity.6 

The brusque rejection of this generous offer from the 

mother country does not, on first consideration, seem to fit 

in with the known lack of enthusiasm for independence in South 

Carolina. One explanation is that it probably would have been 

too dangerous for those so inclined to have taken steps to¬ 

wards the acceptance of the proposals. The South Carolina and 

American G-eneral Gazette in commenting on the incident said: 

The whole proceedure {sic] was unanimously deemed highly 
- derogatory to Congress, to whom all applications of that 
sort the bearer was informed, must be made; and it ap- 

6 
Ramsay, Rev. of S. C., I, 183-184; McCrady, S. C.in Rev., 

1775-1780, pp.252-265. ~ 
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peared evidently calculated to sow dissentions and jeal¬ 
ousy amiong the component parts of the American Confed¬ 
eracy.7 

Such could not have been true sentiments of John Wells, the 

editor of the paper, for he was known to be at heart a Loyal¬ 

ist; so his comment merely indicates that public expression of 

dissent from governmental nolicies was not permitted in 

Charleston. Moreover, any consideration of the British offer 

by South Carolina would have left her isolated, at the mercy 

of either the British or the other states. The president of 

South Carolina at the time of the rejection was Rawlins 

Lowndes, who two years later was to seek reconciliation with 

the British under the plea that he was happy again to be at 

liberty to avow his partiality for the British constitution 

and that he had reluctantly submitted to necessity in the 

cases where his conduct had been at variance with its pre¬ 

cepts.8 

Also, it is likely that the people of South Carolina were 

influenced by the French alliance. This had increased their 
£ 

\ 

confidence. Independence appeared certain and an early peace 

probable. The British had originally rejected the petitions of 

the colonies, and the proposals had. come only after the inde¬ 

pendence of the states had been recognized by France. Accord¬ 

ing to Ramsay: 

S. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, October 22, 1778. 

8 
Lowndes to Balfour, Dec. 14, 1780, C. 0. 5:178, p.183. 
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... to degrade themselves from the ranks of freemen 
to that of subjects--from sovereign states to dependent 
provinces—were propositions no where less relished 
than by the citizens of South-Carolina. The tide was 
fairly turned. Instead of that hankering after Great- 
Britain which had made a separation painful, the cur¬ 
rent of popular opinions and prejudices ran strong in 
an opposite direction. 

But the peace proposals had been accompanied with the 

threat that their rejection would bring a vigorous prosecution 

of the war. This threat proved real, while, for a long time, 

the French aid was illusory. It was South Carolina and Georgia 

that had to pay for the rejection of the peace terms, for they 

became the scene of the conflict. The destruction of valuable 

plantations with the loss thereby of a large part of the 

wealth of the two states, the plundering and bloody deeds of 

partisan warfare, the driving into exile of hundreds of per¬ 

sons, and the sordid spectacle of many others shifting from 

one side to the other in an effort to save their property 

would have been avoided if the terms had. been accepted. Many 

in South Carolina soon had occasion to regret the rejection. 

During the British occupation a Loyalist was to remind, them 

that "Those offers which were Said to be too late, were cer¬ 

tainly rejected with scorn too soon."-^ 

British officials had been repeatedly urged by Loyalist 

exiles to send an expedition against South Carolina and Georgia. 

Ramsay, Rev, in S. C., I, 179-180. Ramsay's view of the 
sentiment in South-SarolTna may have been colored, by his own 
feelings. 

10 “I* an(3- -Am- Gen. Gazette, Dec. 30, 1780. 
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It was confidently asserted that if troops were sent to these 

states a great number of the people, especially in the back 

country, would rise and overthrow the revolutionary govern¬ 

ments. A petition requesting an expedition against South Car¬ 

olina and Georgia was presented to Lord Germain in 177? in 

which this belief was expressed as follows: 

. . . if a Proper Number of Troops were in Possession of 
Charles Town in South Carolina, or if it should not be 
Judged Advisable to Attack that Province in Front, If 
they were to Possess themselves of the Ba.cE Country 
through Georgia, and leave a Garrison in the Town of 
Savannah, the whole Inhabitants in both Provinces must 
Soon come in, and Submit, great Numbers we dare venture 
to say from Inclination, and those who are not Disposed 
so to do, would be oblTged to Quit the Country . . 

This was a rather conservative expression of British expecta¬ 

tions of success in the two southernmost states. After the 

rejection of the peace proposals, the British determined to 

attempt this apparently easy conquest. 

The blow came quickly, for before the end of 1778 a Brit¬ 

ish expedition invaded Georgia and easily captured Savannah. 

Their next step was to test out the promises of aid from the 

back settlers of the two Carolinas, by sending an expedition 

against Augusta. In the latter part of January, Golonel 

Campbell, a brilliant young officer, set out on this expedi¬ 

tion. His force was not large, consisting of only eight hun¬ 

dred men, yet so optimistic were the reports of Loyalist 

strength that it was deemed sufficient to bring about the con- 

11 
Memorial of Lord William Campbell, Sir James Wright, 

William Bull, and John Graham to Right Honorable Lord George 
Germain, 0. 0. 5:116 pp. 162-163. 
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quest of the upper part of South Carolina at least. 

In many respects, this expedition went according to Brit¬ 

ish expectations. The royal army reached Augusta in less than 

a week without the loss of a man. The American army retired 

before it and ultimately crossed the Savannah River into South 

Carolina. Left to the mercy of the enemy, the back settlers 

of Georgia submitted. Fourteen hundred men came to the Brit¬ 

ish camp and swore allegiance to the king. Colonel Campbell 

organized these supposed Loyalists into twenty companies of 

militia. Hov/ever, the promised uprisings in the Carolinas 

did not take place. The American army had increased steadily 

in numbers and held all the fords on the Savannah. As Camp¬ 

bell' s army was too small to force a passage of the river, 

all communication with his Loyalist friends was cut. More¬ 

over, Campbell had been promised the assistance of a large 

body of Creek Indians, which did not make its appearance. As 

Augusta was considered too distant a post to be maintained 

without the control of the surrounding country, the British 

force withdrew to a position nearer Savannak. 

A rising among the Loyalists did take place at this time, 

though it was not on a large enough scale to gain control of 

the back country of South Carolina. About seven hundred men 

from the two Carolinas, led by Colonel Boyd of North Carolina, 

embodied and attempted to join the British. By the irony of 

fate, the British had already left Augusta before the Loyalist 

band could reach Georgia. They could not cross the river at 

Augusta on account of the American army, but they managed to 
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fight their way across near Fort Charlotte. This placed them 

at a considerable distance from any British troops, with the 

result that they were overtaken and defeated at Kettle Creek 

by the Ninety-Six regiment of militia under Andrew Pickens. 

Many of the Loyalists were killed and captured, but about 

three hundred of them eventually straggled into the British 

camp. 

Soon after the abandonment of Augusta, the British army 

demonstrated its superiority by a brilliant surprise attack 

on an American force at Briar Creek. This victory secured 

the lower part of Georgia to the British and led to the re¬ 

establishment of the royal government. The Whig government 

retained control of the Georgia back country for another 

12 year. -L^ 

South Carolina, also, experienced invasion in 1779, for 

on April 28, General Prevost, who had taken command of the 

British army in the south, suddenly crossed the Savannah River. 

As the main American army under General Lincoln was in the 

neighborhood of Augusta, the only force between Prevost and 

Charleston was a body of twelve hundred men, mostly militia, 

under Moultrie. Unable to make a stand, Moultrie retreated, 

and, as he did so, his army began to dwindle. Many of his 

men, having homes in the area that was being abandoned, left 

Campbell to Clinton, March 4, 1779, C. 0. 5:182, pp. 
151-158; Prevost to Clinton, March 1, l';r79, ibid. , on. 321- 
328; McCrady, S. 0. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp. 326-345. 
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the army under the plea of protecting their families. Moul¬ 

trie had only six hundred men when he reached Charleston. 

It seems that Prevost had not originally intended an at¬ 

tack on Charleston. He said that he crossed the river to get 

provisions and to force Lincoln to withdraw from the upper 

part of Georgia. But after seeing the enemy abandon strong 

natural positions for defense at the numerous swamps and riv¬ 

ers and being assured by "the few friends of Government” with, 

whom he met that Charleston would surrender, he determined to 

make the attempt.13 On May 11, Prevost*s army reached 

Charleston neck and. summoned, the town to surrender. 

The advance of the British had caused a panic within the 

capital. Lincoln*s army, though on the march to the rescue, 

was at a distance, and the sold.iers available for the d.efense 

of the town were deemed insufficient in numbers to withstand 

an assault. Governor Rutledge, acting with the approval of 

the executive council by a five-to-three vote, made a proposal 

to the British commander that South Carolina should be neutral 

during the remainder of the war. This Prevost declined., in¬ 

sisting instead on a surrender. The people in the town expect¬ 

ed an attack, but Prevost, knowing that Lincoln was approach¬ 

ing and having no artillery, withdrew to a position near Johnte 

Island. On May 20, a battle was fought at Stono, in which the 

British repulsed an attack by the American array. Prevost then 

retreated slowly to Savannah by way of the sea islands. 

13 
Prevost to Clinton, June 10, 1779, C. 0. 5:132, p. 241. 
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Prevost regarded Rutledge*s neutrality proposal as merely 

a device to gain time.14 On the other hand, historians have 

been inclined to believe that Rutledge was in earnest. There 

was a widespread opinion among the people that South Carolina 

had not received proper as si-stance from the other states. 

William Moultrie shared this view, though he was one of the 

strongest opponents of the proposal. The demoralization which 

ensued as Prevost*s army advanced showed that many people 

could not be depended upon to make sacrifices for the new gov¬ 

ernment. The neutrality proposal, together with the weak oppo¬ 

sition to the invaders stand out clearly as indications of a 

desire on the part of many to give up the struggle. It indi- 

15 
cated defeatism, though not necessarily Loyalism. 

Prevost*s invasion of South Carolina was essentially a 

plundering expedition. The sections through which the British 

passed contained some of the richest plantations in the state. 

Money, jewelry, silver, furniture, and slaves were taken. 

There was also much wanton destruction, such as burning, smash¬ 

ing of windows and china, and damaging of gardens. To a large 

extent the plundering was due to Indians, to an ill-disciplin¬ 

ed provincial corps known as the Florida Rangers, and to Loy- 

Prevost to G-ermain, June 10, 1779, C* o. 5:182, p. 241^242. 

15 
For a discussion of the neutrality proposals and for the 

details of Prevost*s expedition against Charleston see McCrady, 
S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp.550-398; Wallace, Hist, of S. C., 
II, 187-193. 
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alist irregulars that accompanied Prevost’s army. Negroes, 

who in large numbers deserted the plantations to follow the 

British army, were also responsible for some of the destruc¬ 

tion. On the other hand, the British officers are supposed 

16 
to have shared in the spoils* 

The policy of the British in permitting such plundering 

contrasts sharply with their belief that many of the people 

would welcome their invasion as a deliverance from oppression. 

It seems that the plundering was indiscriminate, little or no 

attention having been paid to the political views of the suf¬ 

ferers. William Bull’s plantation was among those looted. 

In that particular case the culprits were Negroes and irregu¬ 

lars. The royal lieutenant governor’s papers, including his 

correspondence with the crown officials and his instructions 

17 
from the king were destroyed. Others whose property suffered 

at this time were John Deas, Jacob Deveaux, Alexander Chisolm, 

and Redmund Burke, all of whom were conservatives if not Loy- 

.. . , 18 
alists. 

Ramsay, Rev, of S. C., II, 51-34. 

17 
ALT, LVII, 176-177. 

18 
Petition of John Deas to the Senate, 1783; Petition of 

Jacob Deveaux to the Senate, 1783, MSS, S. C. Hist. Com.,; 
Abstract of petition of Alexander Chisolm, Journal of the Sen¬ 
ate of South Carolina, (hereinafter cited as SJ), MS, Feb. 5 
1783, p.80; ALT, LII, 6. 
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During this expedition the British were joined by some, 

19 
though not a great many, of the people. It was at this 

time that young Andrew Deveaux began his career as a Loyal- 

go 
ist. The British kept a post at Beaufort for several months 

and it seems that the inhabitants who remained there had to 

21 
take an oath to the king. In general, Prevost’s expedition, 

as well as the expedition against Augusta, revealed the falla¬ 

cy of the idea that South Carolina and Georgia could be won 

for the king by merely giving the Loyalists the assistance of 

a small force of regulars. But while the British were disap¬ 

pointed in the number of persons who joined them, the expedi¬ 

tion also demonstrated the weak support which the state gov¬ 

ernment was receiving. This point was not lost on the 

British ministers for Lord Germain wrote Clinton as follows: 

19 
Prevost said, "very few and those of little Influence 

Join’d the King’s Standard." Prevost to Germain, June 10, 
1779, C. C. 5:182, p.242. On the other hand, Ramsay said, 
"Government had neither the policy to forgive nor the courage 
to punish the numbers who, in the preceding campaign, desert¬ 
ing their country’s cause, had repaired for protection to the 
royal standard of general Prevost." Rev, of 3. C., II, 46. 
Ramsay had reference to a, bill for pardoning persons who had 
taken British protection, which was introduced but failed to 
pass at the meeting of the legislature in the winter follow¬ 
ing Prevost's campaign. Journal of the House of Representa¬ 
tives of South Carolina (hereinafter cited as JHR), US, 1773- 
1780, pp.14-15, 44-51. 

PO 
ALT, LVII, 32. For the exploits of this energetic Loy¬ 

alist in the later phases of the war see pp. 299, 398. 
^ Petition of Richard Russell Ash, 1783 (MS, S. C. Hist. 

Com.). 
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The feeble resistance Major Prevost met with, in his March 
& Retreat, through so great a Part of South Carolina is 
an indubitable Proof of the Indisposition of the Inhabi¬ 
tants to support the Rebel Government.-'0 

It was evident that another attempt would soon follow. Indeed, 

Clinton had expected to begin a new attack upon South Carolina 

in October, but this plan was interrupted by the arrival of a 

French fleet. 

With the assistance of the French the Americans were able 

to take the offensive and attack Savannah. The militia now 

turned out well, for there was confidence that the British 

garrison would be captured. Hopes, however, soon changed to 

gloom, for the siege was mismanaged and ended after a gallant 

but disastrous attempt to take the town by storm. Among the 

defenders of Savannah were the South Carolina Royalists, a 

provincial corps composed of Loyalist refugees from South 

Carolina. A detachment from this corps was among the troops 

defending the Spring Hill redoubt, the point attacked by the 

23 
South Carolina Continentals. 

This defeat was a great disappointment to the Whigs of 

South Carolina. As the French fleet soon left, the state 

faced the prospect of invasion from a large British force. 

The morale of the Revolutionary party now rapidly declined. 

Germain to Clinton, Sept. 27, 1779, C. 0. 5:98, p.174. 

McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp.403-419. 
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An important factor in this demoralization was the depre¬ 

ciation of the paper currency, which, having first become ser¬ 

ious in 1778, had become alarming in 1779. It not only dis¬ 

rupted business and weakened the government but engendered 

bitterness among the people.- The heaviest losers were the 

merchants and moneyed classes. Losses suffered at this time 

were to be a source of complaint from Loyalists for many years 

to come. However, some of the Loyalists prospered by specu¬ 

lating, while prominent Whigs were the ones that suffered 

P4 
most. 

In February, 1780, the British renewed their offensive 

in the south by sending an expedition against Charleston. 

This time they did not repeat the mistake they had made in 

1776 of sending insufficient forces. In addition to the 

fleet they had a land force of eleven thousand of the best 

soldiers in the British army. Eleven thousand men seems a 

small number to persons accustomed to the enormous armies of 

later times, but it was twice the size of the force the Amer¬ 

icans could collect to oppose it. Confronted with the choice 

of retreating or standing a siege, G-eneral Lincoln unwisely 

yielded to the entreaties of the Charleston Whigs and chose 

the latter. The British army operated slowly but methodically. 

Approaches to the fortifications of the town were carefully 

Ramsay, Rev. of S. C., II, 77-96. 
24 
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prepared. The British fleet ran past Port Moultrie and gained 

possession of the harbor. The American cavalry guarding the 

avenue of escape to the north of Charleston was dispersed by 

British cavalry under Tarleton. When the British were ready 

to storm the town, the American army capitulated, further re¬ 

sistance being considered useless. The date of the surrender 

25 
was May 12, 1780. 

The defense put up by the people of South Carolina dur¬ 

ing the siege of Charleston was not impressive. Only a few 

hundred of the country militia went within the American lines 

< 26 
to defend the town. Rutledge even threatened to confiscate 

the property of those who refused, but with little effect. 

The fact that smallpox had made its appearance in Charleston 

provided the country militia with a plausible reason for re- 

27 
fusing to enter the town. But there was also a spirit of 

apathy and. a disposition to await the results of the battle. 

The Loyalists likewise generally quietly awaited the outcome 

of the siege. Within Charleston there was some Loyalist ac¬ 

tivity in the form of secretly sending information to the be- 

28 
siegers and of discouraging resistance. A petition for the 

25 

26 

506-511. 

27 

Wallace, Hist, of S. C., II, 195-202. 

McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp.450-455, 

Ramsay, Rev, of S. C., II, 46-48. 

Moultrie, Memoirs, II, 106-107. 
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surrender of the town, which was signed by a "great majority 

of the inhabitants, and of the country militia," was insti¬ 

gated by Loyalists, though many of the signers were Whigs 

29 
who believed further resistance useless. 

The fall of Charleston was a far greater disaster than 

the mere loss of the city. The entire body of regular troops, 

a few cavalry excepted, was captured. Furthermore, nearly 

every one of the low country Whig leaders was captured; the 

chief exception was John Rutledge. The fall of Charleston 

meant the fall of the entire state. 

Ramsay, Rev, of S. £., II, 53-5S. This petition and the 
names of the signers are reproduced in facsimile in Victor H. 
Paltsits, ed., "The Siege of Charleston, 1730,f! in Year Book 
City of Charleston, 1397, pp.394-408. 
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CHAPTER V 

THE LOYALISTS UNDER WHIG RULE 

With the establishment of the state government in March, 

1776, the Revolutionary party was provided with the machinery 

for dealing with the opposition in a more regular manner than 

when they had had to depend on committees. One of the first 

measures passed by the new legislature was "An act to prevent 

Sedition, and punish Insurgents and Disturbers of the Public 

Peace." This was commonly called the sedition act. The ef¬ 

fect of it was to put active Loyalists in the position of in¬ 

surgents. The death penalty was provided for the following 

offenses; inducing persons to take up arms against the new 

government, wounding or taking the property of persons act¬ 

ing in support of the new government, aiding the British 

forces with money, arms or intelligence, and persuading the 

militiamen or slaves to desert and join the British. By the 

same act it was made a felony punishable by confiscation to 

assemble men with a view of disturbing the peace.^ 

In 1779 the sedition act was supplemented by "An Ordi¬ 

nance to prevent persons withdrawing from the defense of 

1 
Cooper, Statutes, IV, 343-346. 
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this state to join the enemy thereof.” This lav/ allowed the 

governor to issue a proclamation calling on those who were 

reported to have joined the enemy to return to their allegi¬ 

ance to tlie state. If the persons named in the proclamation 

did not do so v/ithin forty days, they were automatically con- 

2. 
demned to a.eath and their property confiscated. Apparently 

this was a quick device for confiscating property without 

waiting for a separate court action in each case. 

In 1778 a lav/ was passed which enabled the governor with 

the consent of the council to issue a warrant for the arrest 

of any one whose going at large might in his opinion endanger 

the safety of the state. However, those arrested under this 

law were not to be tried until after the next meeting of the 

legislature. In 1779 this law was reenacted with the addi¬ 

tional provision that the persons arrested were not to be 

4 
released on bail. An act of 1779 allowed special sessions 

5 
of the court to be held for the speedy trial of insurgents. 

Another act of the same year allowed the trial to be held in 

districts other than the one in which the offense was com- 

mitted.° At the time this last law was passed the British 

2 Ibid., IV, 479-480, 483-484, 497. 

3 Ibid., IV, 458-459. 

4 Ibid., IV, 481-482. 

5 rbid., IV, 463-465. 

6 Ibid., IV, 500-502. 
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held possession of Beaufort, where the court for that dis¬ 

trict met, and it is likely that this act had particular ref¬ 

erence to that district, in addition to being a precautionary 

measure for the whole state in face of impending invasion. 

Though the above mentioned laws provided severe penal¬ 

ties for active Loya.lism, they would not of themselves have 

affected the many who wanted to be neutral. However, there 

were other measures which forced persons openly to support 

the Revolution or else suffer persecution. One method of com¬ 

pelling the people at least to appear to support the Revolu¬ 

tion was forcing them to take oaths to support the state. 

There were several types of oaths administered in South Caro¬ 

lina. In the fall of 1776, the persons who were imprisoned 

for refusing to bear arms were released on condition that they 

7 
take an oath of fidelity. According to James Brisbane who 

was one of those who took it, the purport of this oath was 

"that he would demean himself quietly and if he knew of any¬ 

thing to the prejudice of the State or Colony he would dis- 
q 

close it." The constitution of 1776 had provided tha.t cer¬ 

tain officials should swear to defend the constitution until 

the legislative authority determined otherwise or until an 
1 

accommodation was maoie with England. After the Declaration 

Journal of 8. C. General Assembly, Oct. 18, 1776, in 
American Archives, 5th Ser., III, 81. 

8 ALT, LIII, 365. 

9 
Cooper, Statutes, I, 134. 
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of Independence end the battle of Ft. Moultrie the oath was 

slightly changed and South Carolina was referred to as a state 

in place of a colony. This oath was required of all members 

of the legislature, and furthermore the managers of elections 

could tender it to suspected- persons and deny them the privi¬ 

lege of voting if they refused.x0 

The "oath of abjuration" was passed in 1777. A person 

taking this oath expressly renounced allegiance to G-eorge III 

and swore to defend the state against him. This oath was re¬ 

quired of former crown officers and all other persons whom 

the president and privy council might suspect of "principles 

injurious to the rights" of the state. The purpose of this 

oath was to get rid of persons who were regarded as particu¬ 

larly dangerous enemies to the new government. Apparently 

James Brisbane took it. Those who refused were required to 

leave the state for a neutral port within sixty days. They 

were not compelled at this time to sell their property, but 

might do so if they wished or place it in the hands of an 

attorney to be sold after their departure.^ 

But the most important oath was that of 1778, which 

every free male inhabitant between the ages of sixteen and 

sixty was required to take. It did not expressly renounce 

allegiance to the king, but it did bind those subscribing it 

Ibid., IV, 357 

Ibid., I, 135-136; ALT, LII, 496; LIII, 393. 



' "• 3C ?.Ic 

. 

f * ‘11 

. 

' 

. £ 

. 

- - . . . . ‘ : '.-j v/" *1 

.. 

' 

. 

. 

: . • - • 



165 

to defend the state against G-eorge III and to reveal all 

plots and conspiracies that came to their knowledge. It was 

sometimes called the "state oath" and the "test oath." The 

chief machinery for enforcing this oath was the militia or¬ 

ganization. The colonel or commanding officer was supposed 

to administer the oath to the captains of his regiment, who 

in turn were to administer it to the men. Persons who were 

exempt from militia service, such as state officers, pilots, 

ferrymen, millers, and school teachers were required to take 

it before one of the magistrates. Those who refused were to 

be disarmed immediately and required to leave the state with¬ 

in sixty days. If they stayed longer they were forbidden to 

carry on any business or trade; buying from or selling to 

them was punishable by confiscation of the article, in addi¬ 

tion to a. fine. Those departing were allowed to sell their 

property or to appoint an attorney to sell it within twelve 

months. Moreover, if any of those who refused the oath and 

left should return, they were to be considered guilty of 

12 
treason and subject to death and confiscation. 

But it was the requirement of military service which 

occasioned the greatest amount of persecution to the Loyal¬ 

ists. According to the militia laws every able-bodied free¬ 

man between the ages of sixteen and sixty could be called on 

for military duty. Certain persons, such as clergymen, 

12 
Cooper, Statutes, I, 147-151. 
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school teachers, pilots, ferrymen, and millers, were exempt 

except in cases of emergency. Refusal to serve when drafted 

was punishable by fines; if a person refused to pay, the fine 

was obtained by the sale of property. The fines varied; in 

1779 they were placed as high as five hundred pounds currency 

for failure to turn out in time of invasion. Also, in that 

year there was a provision that if a person did not pay the 

fine he could be compelled to enlist in the continental ser- 

13 
vice for from four to twelve months. 

Thus, on paper, there were laws which provided for a 

great deal of persecution of Loyalists. They could be fined 

for not performing militia duty. They could be cut off from 

all business if they refused to take the oath to the state. 

They could be imprisoned on suspicion of acting contrary to 

interests of the state government, and if they attempted to 

escape to the British they were subject to the death penalty. 

They were permitted to go to a neutral country, but it was 

at a sacrifice of a considerable part of their property. 

The question is how well were these laws enforced? 

A considerable number of persons were arrested and tried 

under the sedition act. Evidently there were several persons 

under sentence at Ninety Six in April, 1777, as an order was 

given to Andrew Williamson to send to Charles Town ,}a,ll the 

prisoners in Ninety-Six gaol who are convicted on the Sedition 

13 
Ibid., IV, 465-468, 502-504; IX, 666-682. 



. r 0.- 3 lc, ’.or 

-r ' - ' n- - ' \ y: :e 

. 

• • . 

. 

' 

-*3 1 - Jr. n!3 ot : :i3 L r> 9C co X.JJCO . U - 

. •- ' . . O'.'. ‘'IGl 

, ,l. j ->■■* ai.?3‘: * - 

. 

* 

- ' - 

— --i 

- 



167 

Act, and who are under sentence of death, together with the 

14 
seditious persons lately committed.15 It is probable that 

those who had been condemned to death had taken part with 

the Indians in the attacking of Lindley's Fort in 1776. A 

number of white men dressed -as Indians had been captured and 

it was with difficulty that the people could be restrained 

15 
from killing them without waiting for a trial. Whig 

sources do not say whether any of those condemned to death 

were actually executed. However, the Loyalist, Thomas Rogers, 

who was one of those captured, stated that he and about 

twenty other persons were condemned to death and that they 

were reprieved with th£ exception of two or three who were 

executed.16 

Hugh McCall tells of the hanging of a Lieutenant Hall 

at Ninety Six on April 17, 1779. According to this account, 

Hall, a native of South Carolina, had been in the American 

service early in the war. Through treachery he had surrendered, 

a frontier fort to the Cherokee Indians, which resulted in 

the massacre of men, women, and children. Subsequently he had 

become a lieutenant in the King's Rangers and was captured in 

G-eorgia. with a group of men of that corps. He was tried at 

Ninety Six, condemned to death, and before his execution 

Williamson to Drayton, April 25, 1777, in G-ibbes, 
Doc. Hist., 1776-1782, p.88. 

15 
Drayton, Memoirs, II, 342 

16 ALT, LII, 537; Ontario Archives, pp.1210-1211. 
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1 7 
acknowledged the justice of the sentence. No informa.tion 

to corroborate or clarify this matter has been obtained from 

British sources. 

On March 15, 1779, two men, William Tweed and Andrew 

Groundwater, were hanged at Charleston under the sedition act. 

William Tweed was a native of Scotland and came to Charleston 

about 1769. He was a ship carpenter by trade and also ran a 

ferry. He seems to have prospered as he owned seventeen 

slaves, some of them skilled carpenters. He was very much op¬ 

posed to the Revolution and in 1777 had announced his inten¬ 

tions of leaving, giving ill health as the reason, but appar¬ 

ently he did not depart. In the latter part of 1778, accord¬ 

ing to his wife, he refused the state oath and was ordered to 

depart. But before he could leave, he became acquainted with 

a Captain Constable of Delancey1s regiment, who was a prison¬ 

er on parole in Charleston and who persuaded him to carry a 

letter to the British commander at Savannah. Instead of sail¬ 

ing for a neutral port, in conformity with the law, Tweed and 

three other men, Andrew Groundwater, David Remington, and Jnhn 

18 
Duer, tried to escape to Savannah in a small boat. They 

were captured by a party of militia commanded by Captain 

Doharty at Skull Creek near Port Royal Sound. Tweed tied a 

Hugh McCall, The History of Georgia Containing Brief 
Sketches of the Most Remarkable Events, up to the Present Day 
Thereinafter cited as McCall, Hist, of Georgia), II, 205. 

18 
In some accounts spoken of as Robert Dewar and John 

Dewar. 
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weight to the dispatches and threw them overboard; but the 

creek went dry at low tide and the incriminating papers were 

found. According to the Whig newspaper account, these dis¬ 

patches contained a full report on the posts, stores, and 

forces of the army at Charleston, together with a plan for 

burning that part of the town which had escaped the fire of 

1778. A special session of court was called and the men were 

tried on March 11. Remington turned states evidence and was 

released. The others were tried under the sedition act on 

the following charges: (1) attempting to join the enemy in 

Georgia to subvert the government of South Carolina, (2) hold¬ 

ing correspondence with and giving intelligence to the enemy 

by notes, memorandums, and instructions directed to Colonel 

Campbell and Colonel Innes in G-eorgia, (3) inducing a negro 

man to desert his msster and join the enemy. The case at¬ 

tracted great attention and the courthouse was crowded. The 

trial lasted ten hours, but the jury reached a decision in 

half an hour. Tweed was found guilty on all three charges, 

Groundwater was found "guilty generally," and. Duer was ac¬ 

quitted. The two cond.emned men were executed, on March 15. 

Moreover, Tweed's wife and children were imprisoned until 

they could, be sent to the West Indies. While the widow was 

in prison the slaves absconded and her dwelling was plundered. 

Apparently the real reason for this execution was the 

belief that Tweed planned to burn the town. Charleston had 

suffered from a disastrous fire in 1778, which was popularly 

regarded as the work of Loyalists. In the winter of 1778-1779 



' 

_ ■ ■ 

•v - >r , • Ovtss : •*’" - ".r tp 9.-J 1c isyri - 

■ 

• - ’ 

- 

• • • • . 

' 

. 

' 

'r£.: ' ' > . ..." .SJ’it." * ““9 '0 'i 

t acts It 

■ - 

. 

■ • 

1 

-J’nortBqqA 

i ■ • ■ . p .•'i 

. 

. 



170 

there hah been frequent fires, likewise attributed to incend- 

19 
iary origins. On February 20 a fire had. originated in a 

vacant house belonging to William Tweed situated on Trott's 

Point, with the result that seven houses in the neighborhood 

were burned. General Moultrie said that there was no doubt 

that Tweed set fire to his house. He also said that Ground- 

water was strongly suspected of being concerned. Apparently 

Groundwater was going to Savannah to take advantage of a 

proclamation offering pardon which the British had. issued, 

and which would have required him to bear arms for them. A 

few wished to save him because during the early part of the 

war he had assisted, in 'bringing supplies in a ship of which 

he was the master, but the resentment against him was so 

strong that his execution was allowed in order to appease the 

people. As Duer had been ordered to depart from the state, 

though to a neutral port, and as he could not be connected 

20 
with the attempt to fire the town, he was not convicted.'" 

At least one of the Revolutionary leaders, Colonel 

Charles Pinckney, had qualms of conscience about the execution 

There is a problem of dates on this point. McCrady 
makes the attempted escape of Tweed take place after this fire. 
But the report of the capture printed in the Royal Gazette 
(New York), March 24, 1779, is dated Charleston, February 9, 
which would make the fire take place after Tweed was in prison. 

Moultrie, Memoirs, I, 330-3-31; McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 
1775-1780, pp.345-M7T~S.' C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, Feb. 257" 
March“TT7 1779; Royal GazetteTNew YorZJ, March 24, 1779; 
ALT, LTV, 327-339’. “ 
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of these two men. He felt that Tweed and Groundwater had died 

for their principles even though they were "mistaken principles'1 

and that their death would not benefit the American cause. His 

humanity caused him to shrink from the taking of lives on the 

gallows for political reasons, and, moreover, he saw that it 

was bad policy for the Revolutionary party to hang for treason 

21 
as long as the British forebore to resort to such extremes."" 

In February, 1779, several hundred Loyalists from the 

two Carolinas embodied and attempted to join the British in 

G-eorgia. They were defeated at the Battle of Kettle Creek and 

about seventy-five of them captured. G-overnor Rutledge deter¬ 

mined to make an example of some of these in order to prevent 

similar risings of the Loyalists in the future. He therefore 

called a special session of court to try them. Seventy men 

were tried, of whom about fifty were recommended for mercy 

22 
and about twenty condemned to death. Five of the leaders 

were actually hanged, but the others were reprieved. It has 

been charged that this band of Loyalists contained a great 

many notorious bandits and that their march had been accompa¬ 

nied by plundering. One suspects that much of this plundering 

21 
Moultrie, Memoirs, I, 354-356. 

22 
According to Zachariah G-ibbes, only twenty-three per¬ 

sons including himself were condemned to death. ALT, LII, 
228. 
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25 
was merely the taking of food and.horses. The names of the 

five victims have not been recorded and so it is impossible 

to judge as to whether those selected for hanging were men of 

prominence or notorious thieves. 

There is reason to believe that three men were hanged 

without trial by order of G-overnor John Rutledge in the spring 
* 

or summer of 1779. Presumably they were either slaves or free 

persons of color for they are described as having complexions 

"a few shades darker than his own." The circumstances of this 

event have not been recorded by the historians. The only men¬ 

tion of it is in an article attacking Rutledge, which was 

24 
written by the Loyalist, John Wells, after the Revolution.~ 

But it is worthy of note that at the next meeting of the leg¬ 

islature the ordinance granting extraordinary powers to the 

governor was changed by the addition of a restriction that he 

25 
was not to take the life of a citizen without trial. 

It is probable that there were some other executions. 

For instance, it is said that the sheriff of Camden District 

23 McCall, Hist, of Georgia., II, 195-204; McCrady, S. C. in 
Rev., 1775-1780, pp. 337-338; 
Ramsay, Rev, of: 3. C. , II, 13-16; Ramsay, Hist, of S. C. , I, 
298-299; Rutledge to General Benjamin Lincoln, Feb. 28, 1779, 
SCHGM (1924), XXV, 133-135; S. C. and Am. C-en. Gazette, April 
6, 1779. ~ " 

24 
Agricola, To the Legislature of South Carolina, London, 

July 1, 1783 (printed letter, NYPL), Chalmers Collection, 
S. C. II, 127. 

2^ 
Cooper, Statutes, IV, 470-472, 504-506. 
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superintended the execution of some men condemned for treason. 

The times end circumstances are not known.So 

While it cannot be denied that these executions for 

treason are a blot on the record of the Revolutionary party, 

it is evident, nevertheless,- that the infliction of the death 

penalty was resorted to with reluctance. Only a few of those 

who might have been executed under the sedition act were se¬ 

lected as examples. Also, there were usually circumstances 

in the case other than merely trying to join the British, such 

as taking part in an Indian attack, plundering, carrying mil¬ 

itary information to the enemy, and being suspected on strong, 

if not conclusive evidence, of setting fire to the capital. 

At least two men of prominence and character, Zachariah 

G-ibbes and John Phillips, were condemned to death, but both 

were reprieved. It can be said that the Revolutionary lead¬ 

ers in South Carolina resorted to acts of terror to prevent 

persons from joining the British, but that they exercised 

some restraint as to the number of the victims and the of¬ 

fense committed. 

The requirement that all males of military age should 

take an oath to the state was difficult to enforce. Accord¬ 

ing to the original law the time limit for taking it was to 

William Dobein James, A Sketch of the Life of Brig. Q-en. 
Francis Marion, and a History of his Brigade, from its rise 
until disbanded in December, 1789 . .~ , (hereinafter cited 
as James, Life of Marion), pp.40-41. 
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expire on June 10. However, Governor Lowndes and the privy 

council issued a proclamation extending the time. This caused 

great opposition from the radical element. A mob was raised 

which prevented the reading of the proclamation. An organiza- 

P'7 
tion known as the Hint Club incited the mob in this agita¬ 

tion. John Wells, who was to become a Loyalist, refused to 

print the proclamation, and as Timothy* s establishment had 

been destroyed by fire it could not be printed until June 24. 

It is said that the conservatives in Charleston rejoiced at 

seeing the Revolutionary government in this embarrassment. 

But though the time limit for taking the oath was extended, 

those who had already refused it were required to leave, and 

a number of persons left Charleston during the summer of 

1778.28 

In October the legislature extended the time limit to 

November 1 and attempted to improve the machinery for enforc¬ 

ing the oath. Each militia captain, under penalty of fine 

for failure, was required to call a muster of his company and 

investigate the case of every man who did not have a certifi¬ 

cate of having taken the oath. The investigation was to be 

made by twelve men who had taken the oath. Should a company 

not have twelve men so qualified, investigators were to be 

27 
Wallace gives this as '’Flint Club." However, it is 

called the "Hint Club" in a notice in the S. C. and Am. Gen. 
Gazette, August 13, 1778, supplement. 

Wallace, Hist, of S. C., II, 180. 
28 
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obtained from a neighboring company. Persons who were una¬ 

voidably prevented from attending the muster were to have an 

examination at the session of the circuit court in April. 

Tnis law also mentioned that there were in the custody of the 

sheriff of Ninety Six District some persons who had recently 

come into the state and who though well affected to the in¬ 

terest of the United States refused the oath from "religious 

scruples." These persons were ordered to be sent back to 

29 
the state from which they ca;ne. 

In February, 1779, the legislature extended until June 1 

the time at which a person could apply to be reinstated in 

his rights as a citizen. The reason assigned was that it was 

50 
probable that the court would not meet in April. No further 

extensions of time are recorded. 

These repeated extensions of the time limit indicate 

that many persons avoided taking the oath. The testimony of 

the Loyalists before the commissioners on claims appointed by 

the British government after the war shows that a number of 

persons who considered themselves Loyalists were compelled to 

take it, though others successfully avoided it. Nathaniel 

Wilson took the oath, but at the time told his friends that 

31 
he intended to join the British at the first opportunity. 

oq 
Cooper, Statutes. IV, 450-2. 

30 Ibid., IV, 468-469. 

31 
ALT, LIII, 491, 495-499. 



. 

' ~Jrisvs'iq ■ • 

. f . ' 

' 

_ 

- -J • t ^ 

- 

. 

. j 5 

. 

. 

- . , .. . 

<>r- - • ' • 

• - 

IS 



176 

John Hamilton, of Ninety Six District, took the oath hut said 

it was at the instigation of his friends on the last day that 

the law allowed. Henry Siteman testified that he took the 

33 
oath to save his life, which is probably an exaggeration. 

34 
William Wallace " and James Jones said that they were forced 

35 
to take it. Among those who claimed that they did not taJke 

the oath and at the same time did not leave the state were 

36 37 38 
Samuel McKee,*" David Lorimer,0 Edward Williams, James 

39 40 
Nichols, and Thomas Rogers. James Walker said that it 

was never tendered to him, because he was unfit for military 

duty. However, he also said that he was subjected to insults 

41 
and had to "lie out" occasionally. Thomas Broadhead said 

he avoided taking the oath by putting it off from time to 

52 Ibid., LIII, 133-134. 

35 Ontario Archives, pp.184-185. 

54 Ibid., pp.174-175. 

55 Ibid., pp.707-708. 

36 ALT, LII, 352, 355. 

37 IfclcL. , LII, 185. 

38 
Ontario Archives, pp.182-183. 

39 ™Ld., p.169. 

40 Ibid., p.1210; ALT, LIT, 539. 

41 
Ibid., LII, 343. 
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42 
time until it was forgotten. James Alexander said he 

avoided taking the oath by moving from Charleston to Orange- 

43 
burg District. Likewise, George Bond said that he avoided 

44 
the oath by moving about. It was said that in Orangeburg 

District almost every man heard the oath administered, but 

45 
some of the magistrates slurred over the objectionable part. 

James Simpson, the attorney general under the royal gov¬ 

ernment, said in regard to the enforcement of the oath that 

he believed "many people who resided in the country might es- 

46 
cape taking it, but no one in Charles Town could avoid it." 

This is proba.bly as good a summary as can be made. One ex¬ 

ception to it should be mentioned, however: it was possible, 

in the town, to avoid taking the oath by obtaining a false 

certificate from a magistrate. Dr. Alexander Garden, the 

most prominent physician in South Carolina and a well known 

Loyalist, gave the following account of how he was able to 

avoid taking the oath. He had friends among the Revolutionary 

leaders and these had protected him from being tendered the 

42 
Ontario Archives, p.1185. 

45 ALT, LIV, 12-15. 

44 
Ontario Archives, pp.781-782. 

Ferguson to Cornwallis. June 13, 1;80, Cornwallis Pa¬ 
pers (transcripts from British Public Record^ Oft ice, LC), 
bundle 2, no. 71. 

46 ALT, LV, 224-225. 
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oath of abjuration in 1777. Therefore, when the oath was re¬ 

quired in 1778, he went to the governor and told him that 

though, he could not take the oath he did not wish to leave 

the state. The governor, who was Rawlens Lowndes, told Dr. 

G-arden that "he doubted not there were many Magistrates who 

would grant him a Certificate." Dr. G-arden, accordingly, went 

to a magistrate, related his interview with the governor, and 

made a declaration "That he would at all times promote the 

real and true Interest of Carolina to the utmost of his Power 

and Ability." The magistrate then certified that Dr. Garden 

47 
had complied with the law. 

John Pearson said that he obtained a false certificate 

of having taken the oath from a Charleston magistrate named 

Carmichael. A Mr. Nott is also said to have obtained a false 

certificate from Carmichael. How extensive this practice was 

48 
is uncertain, but it seems evident that the authorities 

knew of it and did not attempt to stop it, being satisfied 

with an appearance of enforcement of the oath. 

It seems fair to conclude that the oath was enforced in 

Charleston, though some saved their conscience by obtaining 

a false certificate. In the other parts of the state it 

probably varied with the sentiments of the militia, which was 

the machinery for enforcement. It is notable that compara¬ 

tively few of the Loyalist claimants who did not leave the 

Ontario Archives, p.41. 

48 ALT, LII, 174. 
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state specifically stated that they did not take it. 

Considerable light was shed on the enforcement of the 

militia laws by the testimony before the commission on Loyal¬ 

ist claims. Henry Siteman said that he never bore arms for 

the Americans and was twice imprisoned for three months for 

49 
not doing so. John Sanderson said that at times he per¬ 

formed militia duty but on two occasions was fined for refus- 

50 
ing to serve. Adam Fralick said he was fined for not doing 

military service and was once confined for six weeks. He se¬ 

cured his release by agreeing to drive a wagon but claimed 

51 
that he did this for ten days only. * James Murphy testified 

that he was tried and fined by a court martial for refusing 

to do military service.0 David Lorimer said that he was 

frequently "obliged to abscond" and in 1779 was imprisoned 

for not serving.0 John Hamilton of Ninety Six District said 

that he was fined twice after 1778 for refusing to bear arms, 

but performed service once, as otherwise he would have had 

to sell property sufficient to pay a fine of five or six 

40 

Ontario Archives, pp.184-185. 

50 Ibid., pp.679-680. 

51 , p. 168. 

52 ALT, LII, 536. 

55 Ibid., LII, 182; Hugh Edward Egerton, ed., The Royal 
Commission on the Losses and Claims of Loyalists, 1783-1785 
. . . , p.44. 
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54 
hundred mounds currency.''" William Arters said that from 

time to time his property was taken as a fine for not serv¬ 

ing.55 James Alexander said that he paid two fines which 

56 
together amounted to over fifty pounds sterling. James 

57 
Carey said that he paid many-heavy fines. John Fanning 

said that he always refused doing service and was imprisoned 

58 
for it. Joshua G-arret said that he was imprisoned once 

for six months for refusing to do duty when drafted.0 John 

Robinson said that in March, 1780, he refused to serve against 

the British and that a party of Whigs took him from his home 

one night and sent him to Charleston where he was closely 

confined until the town fell. His case was probably an unus¬ 

ual one, as he had taken part in a conspiracy the year be- 

■p 60 fore. 

A few Loyalists claimed that they never bore arms with 

the Americans and at the same time made no mention of having 

paid fines. William Keeling avoided going on the Florida 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

ALT, LIII, 134. 

Ibid., LIII, 225. 

Ibid., LIV, 11, 13 

Ontario Archives, pp.646-649. 

Ibid., pp.717-719. 

Ibid., pp.155-156. 

ALT, LII, 399, 405. 
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expedition by leaving Charleston and taking refuge with a 

"friend to Government,11 a Mr. Jackson, who lived on Stono 

River.0 Edward Williams and James Nickels ~ said that they 

did not bear arms for the .Americans. However, both of them, 

as did Luke Keeling, joined the British in 1779. William 

64 
Brison escaped service on account of bad health, ■“ and Thomas 

65 
Broadhead, being crippled in one foot, was excused. James 

Walker said that ill health was the reason for his not being 

0 0 
ma.de to serve. 

Some escaped actual military duty by doing other work 

connected with the army. G-eorge Bond said that he served 

07 
with a wagon. Similarly, Henry Blankenhorn said that he 

took charge of the American Wagons during the expedition 

against Savannah in 1779, having been threatened with tar and 

6q 
feathers if he refused. Dr. John Harrison said that he was 

arrested for not turning out as a soldier and though released 

by orders of the governor was told to serve in his profession- 

6 9 
al capacity. Zephaniah Kingsley, a Quaker, said he suffered 

61 Ibid*, LII, 144. 

62 Ontario Archives, pp.182-183. 

65 Ibid-> p.169. 

64 Ibid., p.176. 

65 Ibid., p.1185. 

66 ALT, LII, 343. 

67 Ontario Archives, p.181 

68 ALT, LIII, 35; Ontario Archives, p.1251. 

°9 ALT, LIII, 483. 



— < 

, 

, ZJ-1 - 0 . 

• ' I •' | 

r- . 

T r - 

' • p 

■ . . 

. 

u 

_ 

. f- 

♦ 
* 

. - 
. * * 

t • . - 

- r * 



182 

imprisonment for refusing to bear arms at the time of Pro¬ 

vost1 s invasion, but served as overseer of negroes during the 

70 
siege of Charleston. William Snow, a free mulatto, said he 

71 
made clothes for the soldiers in lieu of military duty. 

Some Loyalists admitted-performing military service. 

David Bleakney said that he served in the American Army dur¬ 

ing the first pant of the war and that he was "in some degree 

72 
forced to do it." " Lawrence Marks said that he was obliged 

to serve in the American militia for four years. 
73 

James 

Jones said that he was obliged to do militia duty. 
74 

Nathaniel 

75 
Wilson, William Wallace, and Charles Bowers said that they 

77 
served against the Indians but not against the British. 

Joel Hudson said that as an apprentice he was not subject to 

military duty, but that he attended the musters sometimes to 

78 
save his father. William Fortune said that some people 

would turn out for militia duty "if it suited their 

70 Ontario Archives, pp.1197-1201. 

71 ALT, LIII, 259-260. 

7s Ontario Archives, p.259. 

73 Ibid., pp.187-188. 

74 ’ 

75 

76 

77 

78 

Ibid., pp.707-708. 

ALT, LIII, 491. 

Ontario Archives, pp.174-175. 

Ibid., pp.527-528. 

Ibid., pp.143-144. 
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convenience provided there was no danger of getting into 

Action." This statement is probably applicable not only 

to Loyalists but to others who were never considered, such. 

The most remarkable case of a Loyalist bearing arms 

against the British is that of Alexander Chesney. He was 

made prisoner in 1776 for assisting Loyalists to escape at 

the time of the Snow campaign, and though a boy he was given 

the choice of standing trial or joining the American army. 

He chose the latter, according to his account, in order to 

save his father from "threatened ruin." The corps in which 

he served seems not to have been militia but a regular reg¬ 

iment, probably the Sixth, which was commanded by Thomas 

80 
Sumter. This regiment was soon placed upon the Continental, 

establishment. During the British attack in the summer of 

1776, Chesney was stationed at Bolton*s Landing opposite 

Clinton's camp on the Isle of Palms. Hence he must have been 

among the troops that prevented the British from crossing 

Breach Inlet. But Chesney afterwards claimed that he was, 

none the less, a Loyalist at the time and that he with two 

other Loyalists, Charles and Christopher Brandon, tried to 

escape to the British army. Chesney took part in the Cherokee 

expedition and in the first expedition against Florida. He 

79 
ALT, LII, 411. 

80 
Certainly Chesney's account of the services of his 

corps tally with the movements of Sumter's regiment. Anne 
K. C-regorie, Thomas Sumter, pp.46-61. 
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was discharged in June, 1777, and on returning to his home 

was chosen lieutenant of a militia company. He attributed 

his election to the support of his "loyal friends;" which sug¬ 

gests that the Loyalist element was predominant in the com¬ 

pany and chose an officer who would be favorable to them. For 

a time he was stationed, at Baylis Earle’s fort on the Indian 

line. In 1778 he took part in the second Florida expedition, 

being a lieutenant in Captain McWhorter’s company of volun¬ 

teers. Afterwards he claimed, that he and twenty-nine other 

Loyalists went on this expedition to avoid taking the oath 

and with the intention of escaping to the British. John 

Philips, a prisoner with the American army at the time, cor¬ 

roborated this, saying that Chesney talked to him about escap¬ 

ing to the British and that many Loyalists were forced against 

their will to serve in the American army. In 1779 Chesney 

again bore arms for the Americans, being among the troops at 

Augusta under General Williamson and. also serving near Stono 

until about June 2. That he took part in the battle there on 

May 20 is probable but not certain. Thus Chesney took an ac¬ 

tive part on the Whig side in most of the campaigns prior to 

the fall of Charleston, but that does not seem to have affected 

his reputation among the Loyalists. After the fall of Charles¬ 

ton he performed faithful and zealous service for the British 
82 

in the Loyal militia. 

81 
Jones, Journal of Alexander Chesney, pp.7-10; 130-151. 
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Loyalists were subjected to other forms of persecution. 

In Charleston a mob could be raised against them. How active 

the mob was during this period is not known. Many Loyalists 

in the back country and the coastal region spoke of having 

suffered insults, but failed-to tell whether they had refer¬ 

ence to mere words or to actual violence. It seems that ex¬ 

treme measures were used to force recruiting at times. There 

is the story of the whipping to death of the crippled brother 

82 
of William Cunningham to force him to enlist.~ In another 

instance a magistrate was accused of having caused a Loyalist 

83 
of good character to be tied up and severely flogged. A 

woman accused Colonel Robert (Joodwyn of having had her son 

84 
flogged for refusing to reveal the hiding place of a Loyalist 

Throughout the period of Whig ascendency there was in 

spite of the severe laws a series of insurrections in the 

form of large groups of Loyalists attempting to escape and 

join the British. One reason for this was that the British 

at St. Augustine and Pensacola could communicate with their 

friends in South Carolina through the Indian country. Joseph 

85 
Robinson, who had escaped capture at the time of the Snow 

Campaign, soon made his way to Florida, as did others including 

82 
Ward, Journal and Letters of the Late Samuel Curwen, pp. 

641-642. ' " " “ 
Pi r? 

Balfour to Cornwallis, June 14, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 76. 

84 
Innes to Cornwallis, June 8, 1780, ibid., bundle 2. no. 56. 

85 
Ontario Archives, pp.799-801. 
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Evan McLaurin. These two leaders kept up a correspondence 

with their followers through agents. McLaurin, himself, re- 
86 

turned to South Carolina secretly to organize the Loyalists. 
87 

Although these insurrections usually failed, one of 

them was entirely successful. In March, 1778,. a time when 

the prominent militia leaders were in Charleston attending 

the meeting of the legislature, a large group of Loyalists 

embodied. In spite of being pursued bythe militia of both 

South Carolina and Georgia, they reached St. Augustine in 

safety. Their principal leaders were Benjamin Gregory and 

John Murphy. The number of men that actually reached Florida 

was a little less than four hundred. Of these, three hundred 

and twenty-eight were formed into a provincial regiment known 

as the South Carolina Royalists. The lieutenant colonel and 

major of this corps were Joseph Robinson and Evan McLaurin 

respectively. Alexander Innis, a former British army officer 

and secretary of Governor Campbell, was given the title of 

86 
ALT, LIII, 438. 

In 1777 Richard Pearls attempted to lead a group to Mo¬ 
bile but his plan was betrayed and some of the Loyalists were 
arrested. Pearis himself escaped and on reaching Florida was 
made captain in the West Florida Rangers, a small provincial 
corps. John York embodied a group of Loyalists in 1778, but 
after leading it as far as the Savannah River became discour¬ 
aged and made the men return home. He himself went on to 
Florida with three companions. Fanning's Journal, in M. C. 
St. Rees., XXII, 184-185; ALT, XXVI, 376. 

There was also an attempted insurrection in the neigh¬ 
borhood of Lynches River in 1778. Ibid., LII, 403. 
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colonel. In the following year a similar insurrection was 

attempted with a very different result, namely, the Battle of 

Kettle Greek.89 

The most vivid description of conditions in the South 

Carolina hack country during.this period is in the journal of 

David Fanning. At the outbreak of the War Fanning, then only 

a boy sixteen years of age, lived on Rayburn's Greek, a 

tributary of Saluda River. He was am active member of FIetch- 

all's party, participating in the attack on Ninety Six and be¬ 

ing one of the'party that was dispersed by Richardson's men at 

the Great Gane Bra-ke. Though he escaped at the time, he was 

captured soon afterwards and compelled to take an oath of neu¬ 

trality. This he quickly violated by guiding a party of Loyal¬ 

ists to the Indian country. For the next three years Fanning's 

life was a series of captures and escapes. He was arrested 

twelve different times. He took part in the attack on Lynd- 

ley's Fort and in several attempts to escape to Florida. Of¬ 

ten he had to "lie out" in the woods. Loyalists and Quakers 

assisted him by bringing him food; at the same time there were 

many people who zealously assisted in hunting him down. On 

one occasion a militia captain agreed not to molest Fanning, 

but tne agreement was notkept; the captain's men became 

88 

in the 
Roy 
I " 

Historical Manuscript Commission, American Manuscripts 
Royal Institution (hereinafter cited as Am. MSS in 

3^7; 
• Inst.), I, 239-240, 248, 258, 304-306; Moultrie, Memoirs, 
903; S. G. and An. G-en. G-azette, Aoril 16,1778; ALT, LIII. 

Ontario Archives, pp, '"'1- ' 

89 
See pp. 151-152, 171. 
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suspicious and that officer thought it advisable to have 

Fanning seized. Fanning went to North Carolina, hoping to 

find a refuge. However, the Whigs there captured him and sent 

him back to South Carolina as a prisoner. Finally, in 1779, 

Fanning and the Whigs made a•compromise. By this Fanning ob¬ 

tained a pardon on condition that he live peaceably at home 

and act as guide in lieu of bearing arms in the militia. As 

soon as the fall of Charleston was known, Fanning with other 

Loyalists embodied and began disarming the Whigs. He later 

90 
became a famous Loyalist leader in North Carolina. 

An account very similar to that of Fanning's was given 

by another obstinate Loyalist, Zachariah G-ibbes. He was a 

member of Fletchall's party in 1775 and took part in the 

attack on the fort at Ninety Six. Shortly afterwards, when 

the Loyalists were suppressed, he escaped to Virginia, where 

he remained until the spring of 1776. During his absence his 

house and plantation were plundered. On his return to South 

Carolina he was arrested and compelled to sign a caper agree¬ 

ing to be hanged if he should ever bear arms against the 

Whigs. In July, 1776, he was taken prisoner on suspicion of 

having had a part in inciting the Indian attack. He soon es¬ 

caped and remained at his home for two and a half years, 

though at times he had to conceal himself. In February, 1779, 

he joined Colonel Boyd in the attempt to join the British in 

90 
Fanning's Journal, in N. C. St. Rees., XXII, 181-190. 



- . V 'Or* .9 

■* r ' 

a r* 
. ' 

« 
• 

O ' 

• • i 

j [A i«j < ’• ' 

• ■ 

5 
1 

• T- * 
: .v ir.rooc • :iA 

' • 
• 

' '■ «■ ; V xot’ j". 

. j ■ - ‘ c. -ic ’ 

. ‘ • . 

. 

. 

.. 

2 

« ,-T :: . -r 

- * -V ' 

: 

3 

1 
T 



189 

G-eorgia and was captured at the battle of Kettle Creek. He 

was tried for treason and condemned to death, but was re¬ 

prieved at the last moment by G-overnor Rutledge on condition 

that he promise not to return to Ninety Six District. He 

went to Camden District, where he was at times threatened with 

death and had to lie out. In 1780, when Charleston was cap¬ 

tured, he joined the British and was made a colonel of 

91 
militia. 

John Philips gave the following account of the persecu¬ 

tion he underwent for his Loyalism. In the summer of 1775 

he made himself a ma.rked man by persuading the people in his 

neighborhood not to sigh the Association. In November of that 

year he was ma„de to pay what he called am "arbitrary" fine. 

Apparently it was for refusing to bear arms. During the next 

year he received insults but no physical mistreatment. In 

1778, when the state oath was tendered to him, he refused. 

Two of his sons attempted to escape to Florida and were cap¬ 

tured. John Philips had gone to Charleston, planning to leave 

the state, but on hearing of the capture of his sons he re¬ 

turned to his home, where he learned: that an accusation of 

having taken an oath to the British had been mad.e against him. 

Philips, accompanied by a Whig officer who promised to use his 

influence to obtain a pardon, went to the camp of G-eneral 

And.rew Williamson. But, instead, of granting a pard.on, 7/Illiamscn 

91 
ALT, LII, 257-241. 
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arrested Philips and carried him as a prisoner on the exoedi¬ 

tion against Florida. 

On returning to South Carolina Philips was confined in 

the jail at Camden and condemned to death. A gallows was 

erected by his window, but after fifteen days he was pardoned. 

Shortly before this General Prevost had issued a. proclamation 

offering pardon to all persons who would return to allegiance 

to the king except those who were guilty of shedding the 

blood of Loyalists. Philips thought this proclamation had 

much to do with his being pardoned; as fifty Whigs petitioned 

that his life be spared. Philips’ sons had also been impris¬ 

oned. One was released after having been tried for his life. 

The other was also released, but died within two days, from 

the effects of imprisonment. John Philips remained quietly 

at home until the fall of Charleston, when he joined the 

92 
British. 

From these accounts it is obvious that there was in the 

South Carolina back country a considerable element that was 

unalterably disaffected to the Revolutionary government and 

eagerly seized on every opportunity of joining the British. 

The obstinacy and courage with which they clung to their prin¬ 

ciples evoke admiration. But equally important, though less 

obvious, is the light which these accounts shed on the activ¬ 

ity of the Whigs. With a few exceptions the Whig officers 

showed remarkable zeal in holding down the Loyalists, which 

92 
ALT, LII, 267-268, 273-276, 289. 
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contrasts sharply with their apathetic attitude towards the 

campaigns on the coast. These officers seem to have had the 

support of a. majority of the people. In short, the back coun¬ 

try Loyalists were a persecuted minority. 

In the low country the greatest hardships suffered by 

the Loyalists were in connection with the laws compelling the 

departure of those who refused to swear allegiance to the 

state. To abandon home and business connections was not easy, 

yet a number of persons did it rather than perjure themselves 

by taking an oath contrary to their principles. There were 

two migrations resulting from the oaths, one in 1777 and the 

other in 1773. In the 'first migration thirty-one men are 

known to have left. It is possible that there were five 

93 
others. As the oath of 1777, also known as the oath of 

abjuration, was tendered to a selected group of people, 

those leaving were for the most part crown officers. There 

were, however, several private individuals, the most prominent 

of which were William Wragg, John Champneys, Dr. Alexander 

Baron, the Reverend Robert Cooper, and the Reverend Alexander 

This minimum statement of the number of men departing 
has been obtained from the claims of the individuals in the 
ALT, from petitions to the legislature of South Carolina 
(MSS, S. C. Hist. Com.), and from notices of intention to de- 
pant in the S. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, March-September, 1777. 
These notices are not conclusive proof that the person left. 
There are notices for six persons not included in the above 
mentioned enumeration. It is certain that one of them, Charles 
Fyffe,^did not actually leave. ALT, LV, 428-447. Probably 
some of the others actually carried out their announced in¬ 
tentions . 
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Hewatt. James and William Carsan, two Scotch merchants of 

the most vehement Loyalist principles, also left at this time. 

In the case of William Wragg, banishment proved to be martyr¬ 

dom, for he was drowned when the ship on which he sailed was 

wrecked off the coast of Holland. A tablet to his memory was 

94 
erected in Westminster Abbey. 

9^ 
Fifty-eight men are known to have left in 1778. w In 

addition fifteen other men put notices of their intentions to 

96 
depart in the gazettes out at least two out of the fifteen 

97 
changed their mind. As the families of some of the men re¬ 

mained in Charleston, it is impossible to estimate the total 

number of persons leaving. There were, however, a number of 

women and children who departed. For example, the passengers 

on one vessel were Miss Louisa Susannah Wells, Miss Francis 

Thorney, Robert Rowand and his son Charles, Daniel Manson, 

his wife and four children, Philin Henry and wife, and James 

98 
Weir and wife. The most prominent persons who left at this 

94 Biographical sketch by James G-. deR. Hamilton in The 
Dictionary of American Biography, XX, 542. 

96 
Claims of individuals in ALT; Petitions to the legisla¬ 

ture (MSS, S. C. Hist. Com.); List of persons sailing, S. C. 
Gazette, July 8, 1778. 

96 
S. C. and Am. G-en. Gazette, April 23-Aug. 13, 1778. 

James Parsons, who died in South Carolina in 1779 (Ibid., 
April 23, 1778; McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, p.534)~~ 
and James Darby (ALT, VI, 34-3577 

QO 

_Louisa Susannah (Wells) Aikman, The Journal of a Voyage 
from Charlestown, S. _C. , to London, undertaken during the 
American Revolution by a daughter of an eminent Ame?Tcan~Lov- 
ISsTTn The~Year~T778' 7 T . , pp.T=ST-— --— 
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time were Robert William Powell, Sir Edmund Head, the Reverend 

Edward Jenkins, and Jamies Keith. Merchants, including shop¬ 

keepers, and. mechanics seem to have made up the bulk of those 

departing. The predominance of Scotchmen among them is very 

noticeable. Many of these people had been in South Carolina 

less than a decade. 

Though the law allowing the persons departing a year in 

which to dispose of their property had the appearance of be¬ 

ing a just measure, it, nevertheless, caused great hardships. 

Not only did. the property have to be sold quickly and hence 

often at a loss, but there vras difficulty in getting the pro¬ 

ceeds out of the state.* The export of specie was forbidden, 

and paper money was not accepted in Europe and the West In¬ 

dies. The emigre had. therefore to invest his money in some 

product which could be shipped. Rice was used until an em¬ 

bargo was placed on the export of provisions, after which in¬ 

digo was the most available article for this purpose. But 

there were many chances for loss during the voyage. For ex¬ 

ample, Henry Peronneau invested the proceeds from the sale 

of his house and furniture in indigo, taking care to send it 

in two different ships. One was wrecked and the other cap- 
99 

tured by the British and condemned. 

Peronneau might have had the condemned property re¬ 
stored, but he did not know of the law to that effect until 
after the expiration of the time for making the appeal. 
ALT, LII, 505-532. 
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There were other similar tales of woe. Sir Edmund Head, 

George Kincaid, and William Hest invested their money in a 

ship and a cargo of rice. Then followed a series of mishaps. 

The vessel ran aground on the bar when leaving port, probably 

through the treachery of the -pilot. In order to get the ves¬ 

sel afloat the cargo had to be unloaded. When she was again 

ready for sailing, it was learned that an embargo had been 

placed on rice; therefore the rice had to be sold at half 

loss and the vessel loaded with indigo. One day before the 

expiration of the time limit for departure, the vessel sailed, 

only to be captured by a British privateer. Though the cargo 

was not condemned, the vessel, being one which had previously 

been captured by an American privateer, was returned to the 

original owners. The loss to the three owners in this ven- 

100 
ture was about twelve thousand pounds sterling. 

The British government sought to protect Loyalists by 

exempting the property of banished persons from condemnation 

in prize courts. However, some of the British naval officers 

and privateer captains, intent only on money, showed little 

sympathy for the Loyalists. Recovery of captured property 

was attended with expensive litigation and loss from delay 

101 
and deterioration of the goods. After the war the British 

100 
Ibid., LIII 

101 

LIV, 
Aikman, on. 

301. 

311-314, 

cit., pn. 

542-543. 

'7-9. ana passim; ALT, LII, 192; 
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government recognized the hardships suffered by Loyalists on 

102 
this account by allowing compensation for such losses. 

Some Loyalists accepted office under the Revolutionary 

government. Thomas phepoe said that he became a member of 

the legislature in order to appose radical measures. He was 

known as the "Tory lawyer,'1 as he was the only person who 

105 
would defend those who were tried under the "sedition act." 

More remarkable cases are those of Robert Williams and John 

Hopton. These two left South Carolina in 1777, though osten¬ 

sibly for other reasons than the oath. They returned to the 

state in the following year in order to save their property. 

They were the men who brought the British peace proposals to 

Charleston. However, when those proposals were rejected, 

Williams and Hopton took the oath to the state. 'The former, 

a short time afterwards, was informed that he had been ap¬ 

pointed one of the soimnis si oners for superintending the mail¬ 

ing of paper money. He accepted, explaining afterwards, that 

he did not dare to refuse. The Revolutionary government 

seems to have followed a regular1 policy of appointing persons 

of Loyalist inclinations to the commissions for making paper 

money. Robert William Powell, before refusing the oath and 

departing in 1778, served in such a. capacity. John Hopton in 

102 
Ibid., LV, 597. 

103 
Ibid., LIII, 5-6, 12-14, 18-31. 
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1779 represented Saxe Gotha Township in the state senate. 

Most surprising of all, among the legislators in 1779 was 

Robert Cunningham, who defeated the stanch Whig, Colonel 

105 
James Williams, for a place in the Senate. John SefLly and 

Christopher Rowe, representatives from Orangeburg District, 

were considered by some of their neighbors as "friends of 

government." They are said to have secured the appointment 

of magistrates who would be lenient towards the Loyalists, 

particularly in the matter of administering the oath to the 

state. There is reason to believe that there was a Loyalist 

element in the assembly after 1778, who together with the 

conservatives greatly hampered the efforts to put up a vig- 

, ^ 106 
orous defense. 

104 
Ibid., LIV, 30-33, 47-50, 65-67, 509-530. 

105 
Ramsay, Rev, of 8. C., I, 78. 

Aedanus Burke to Arthur Middleton, Jan.i-T, 1788, in 
11 Correspondence of Hon. Arthur Middleton," SCHGM, XXVI (1925), 
191. 
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BRITISH ASCENDENCY, 1780-1732 





CHAPTER VI 

THE SUBMISSION TO THE BRITISH 

As soon as Charleston fell the people in the surrounding 

country, and some from a considerable distance away, went 

there to surrender. Those in the southern part of the state 

negotiated with the British officer commanding the post at 

Beaufort and surrendered on terms similar to those allowed 

the inhabitants of Charleston. The people of Georgetown 

surrendered when troops were sent there. To take possession 

of the interior of South Carolina and Georgia, the British 

sent out three columns of troops. The principal one, under 

Cornwallis, proceeded to Camden, where the people met them 

with a flag and negotiated terms.^ From this point smaller 

detachments were sent to Cheraw and the Waxhaw settlement, 

where the people likewise submitted without resistance. The 

second column v/as sent from Savannah to Augusta, and was un¬ 

der the command of Colonel Thomas Brown, the Loyalist who 

had been so brutally tarred and feathered at Augusta in 1775. 

He now returned as a conqueror to the scene of his persecution. 

Though the purpose of this expedition was primarily to take 

possession of the upper part of Georgia, yet Brown received 

Ramsay, His t. of _S. _C., I, 337; McCrady, S_. C_. in Rev., 

1775-1780, pp.515-516. 
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the surrender of Colonel Hammond’s militia regiment, which 

was located in the lower part of Ninety Six District in 

South Carolina. He granted the same terms that had been 

p 
allowed to the inhabitants of Charleston. The third column, 

commanded by Colonel Balfour, went to Ninety Six. 

As these columns passed through the country, the people 

generally came forward, either to surrender as prisoners or 

to be recognized as British subjects by taking the royal 

oath. The Loyalists, also, assisted in the military occupa¬ 

tion of the state. A party from Lynches River joined the 

British on their expedition to Cheraw. Their leader, John 

Harrison, was given permission by Cornwallis to raise a 

provincial corps.'J Matthew Floyd, a prominent Loyalist from 

the northwest corner of the state brought a body of about 

thirty men to the British post at Rocky Mount. He was 

rewarded by being made a colonel of militia.'x In two parts 

of the state, namely, Ninety Six District and Orangeburg 

Township, the Loyalists took possession of the country before 

the arrival of the British troops. 

The man who claimed credit for the Loyalist rising in 

Ninety Six District was Richard Fearis. Soon after the fall 

2 
Brown to Cornwallis, June 28, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no.100. 

g 
ALT, LIV, 467; McArthur to Cornwallis, June 15, 1780, 

Cornwallis Papers, bundle 2, no.69. 

4 
Turnbull to Cornwallis, June 16, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 

no.81. 
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of Charleston Sir Henry Clinton had authorized him to go 
5 

into the back country to embody Loyalists. Accordingly he 

went to the region between the Saluda and Broad, where many 

were eagerly awaiting the British commander's orders to rise. 

Pearls collected such a large body of men that he soon had 

possession of all the country north of the Saluda River. A 

Whig group of 130 men, under Colonel Brandon, that resisted 

6 
was routed. On the south side of the Saluda there was a 

considerable body of militia and three independent companies 

of state troops. General Andrew Williamson debated whether 

to retreat to North Carolina, but as only two officers and 

a few men were willing to abandon their homes, he decided 

7 
to capitulate. On June 10 articles of surrender were signed 

8 
at Pearls’ camp. 

5 
Instruction by James Simpson to Richard Pearls, May 23, 

1780, ibid., bundle 2, no. 64; ALT, XXVII, 370-371. 

6 
Royal Gazette (New York), July 22, 1780. 

7 
Colonel Samuel Hammond and about seventy of his men 

departed instead of surrendering, but all of the other leaders 

including Pickens surrendered. McCrady, S_. _C. in Rev. , 1775- 

1780, pp.527-532. 

8 
Pearls’ camp was at Colonel James Williams’ plantation 

on the north side of Saluda River. The surrender was made 
under the conditions set forth In Clinton’s proclamation of 
Lay 22 (see p,l°t). The other provisions related to the dis¬ 

posal of arms and military supplies. The Whigs agreed to 

furnish the wragons to carry the supplies that were at a fort 
at Williamson’s home to Ninety Six. A copy of the articles of 

capitulation is in the Royal Gazette (New York), July 22, 1780. 
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The advancing column of British troops had only reached 

the Congarees when this surrender was made. On June 15 

Robert Cunningham rode to that point and told them that the 

presence of a British officer was needed immediately at Ninety 

Six. In response to this request Colonel Innes was sent there 

and Balfour followed a few days later. There had been some 

marauding on the part of the Loyalists, especially north of 

the Saluda. South of that river the influence of Robert 

Cunningham helped to maintain order. There is reason to 

believe that there was some disagreement among the Loyalist 

leaders. Evidently Pearis was not a good choice for the 

mission on which he was sent. Colonel Innes said of him "I 

would not have entrusted Pearls with a Coporal’s Guard and 

add to that he is a man of very indifferent character,"^ 

while Colonel Balfour said "Mr. Pearis a fellow of infamous 

character, has a sett with him, that must immediately be 

sent home otherwise there will be much distress amongst the 

inhabitants."^J 

In Orangeburg District there were several Loyalist 

risings. One of these occurred during the siege but before 

Charleston actually fell. A group of Loyalists from Indian 

Branch embodied and attacked the house of Henry Felder, a 

S 
Col. Alexander Innes to Cornwallis, June 15, 1780, 

Cornwallis Papers, bundle 2, no. 80. 

10 _ n „ 
Balfour to Cornwallis, June 14, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 

no• 76. 
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prominent Whig magistrate. Felder and his companion, John 

Fry, were shot when they attempted to escape. This group 

with other Loyalists, in all numbering fifty-five men, 

formed a militia company and offered their services to Sir 

Henry Clinton.'*''1' After Charleston was taken the principal 

Whig militia officers--notably. Colonel William Thomson, a 

major and two captains—were seized by Loyalists and carried 

12 
to the British army. 

After the fall of Charleston, the British sent John 

Fisher to Orangeburg Townshipy ostensibly on a private busi¬ 

ness trip, but really to sound out the situation there. 

Fisher was a former sheriff of that district who had gone 

to England in 1775. He had returned with the British army 

and offered to use his influence in furthering the royal 

cause. Keeping in touch with Colonel Balfour as the latter 

marched up Santee River, Fisher reported that the people 

were loyally inclined and even brought some of the leading 

men to Balfour's camp for a conference. ^ As a result a 

voluntary Lovalist militia organization was formed to main- 

tain order. It was unnecessary for British troops actually 

11 
ALT, LIV, 6-7, 

12 

Hew York Gazette and 'Weekly Mercury, June 19, 1780. 

13 
ALT, LV, 6; Balfour to Cornwallis, date uncertain , 

Cornwallis Papers, bundle 2, no. 40; Balfour to Cornwallis, 
June 6, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, no. 47. 
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to occupy Orangeburg Township and the areas adjacent thereto, 

for royal authority was established there merely by the super¬ 

vision of the election of officers by the British inspector 

of militia, Patrick Ferguson. For this purpose a meeting was 

held at Orangeburg on June 12, on which occasion the follow¬ 

ing document or 11 association" was signed by 2S4 persons.1" 

We the subscribers, belonging to the Orangeburgh regi¬ 
ment of Militia, happy in an opportunity once again 
of assembling in freedom, to express our sentiments 
without force or constraint, do hereby, one and all, 
testify our earnest desire and intent to enter into 
an association, for the extirpating rebellion, restor¬ 
ing real liberty, and maintaining peace and good 
order, and hereby express our firm resolution to con¬ 
tribute to the utmost of our power, to the reestablish¬ 
ment of the British government, in this once happy 
but now distracted country. 

And as it is, in our opinion, equally the duty and 
interests of men united in Society, under a free and 
mild Government, such as we formerly enjoyed under 
our most gracious Sovereign, George the III. to be 
ready at all times to stand forth like men, in sup¬ 
port and defence of that constitution, by -which 
they are to be protected from oppression, and se¬ 
cured in their liberty and property . . . 

And in consideration of the force, terrors and in¬ 
trigues employed by the abettors of the late re¬ 
bellion in this province, by which means many well- 
meaning men were either compelled or seduced to act 
with those then in power, contrary to their duty 
and best interests; we the subscribers do unanimous¬ 
ly agree to do our utmost to protect from molestation 
or insults, those unhappy men; in the hope that they 
must now see the ruinous consequences of the designs 
of their leaders, and that they will shew themselves, 

by their future conduct worthy to be again received 

with confidence, into this free, happy, and loyal 
c ommunity.1° 

Ferguson to Cornvrallls, June 14, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 71. ~ 

15 
Royal Gazette (New York), July 22, 1780. The parts 

omitted are merely the details of the militia regulations, 
which are essentially the same as those which were put into 
effect in other districts. For these see po. 261-262. 
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The British were enthusiastic over the situation in 

South Carolina during the first month following the fall of 

Charleston. Tarleton speaks of a "general revolution of 

sentiment" taking place in favor of Great Britain, and Sir 

Henry Clinton said, "Prom every Information I receive, and 

numbers of the most violent Rebels hourly coining in to offer 

their services, I have the strongest reason to believe the 

general Disposition of the People to be not only friendly 

17 
to Government, but forward to take up Arms in its Support." 

But the British officers soon found that many of those who 

submitted were by no means converted into Loyalists. Colonel 

Balfour had been at Ninety Six only a few days before he 

wrote: 

Things are by no means in any sort of settled state, 
nor our friends, so numerous as I expected, from 
Saluda to Savanah river, allmost the whole district 
from the former up to the Indians lands are diss- 
afected and allthow at present overawed by the 
presence of the troops, yet are ready to rise on 
the smallest change--as to their disarming it is a 
joke they have given in only useless arms and keep 
their own good ones.^-8 

A little later, from an entirely different part of the state, 

namely, Georgetown, Major Wernyss wrote, "the longer I remain 

16 
Banastre Tarleton, History of the Campaigns of 1780 

and 1781, in the Southern Provinces of North America [herein- 
after cited as Tarleton, Campaigns), p. 24. 

17 
Clinton to Cornwallis, May 29, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 28. 

18 
Balfour to Cornwallis, June 24, 1780, ibicj, bundle 2, 

no. 95. 
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here the more I discover the Disaffection of the people." 

Thus, while the British easily conquered South Carolina, the 

lack of resistance was due to a desire of the people to save 

their property rather than to Loyalisrn. 

On surrendering to the British, a person was allowed 

either to become a prisoner on parole or to take protection, 

in which case he became a British subject. It was Cornwallis’ 

plan to grant protections only to those who could be trusted 

to bear arms in the Loyalist militia which he expected to es¬ 

tablish. Of those paroled on whom he could not rely, he was 

willing to allow the men of little influence to remain at their 

homes, but all who had held high civil or military positions in 

the Revolutionary government, such as field officers of militia, 

magistrates, and members of the assembly and council, he planned 

20 
to send to the sea islands. The Whig leaders seemed perfect¬ 

ly willing to be paroled to their plantations, v/here they could 

attend to their private affairs, but dreaded being sent to the 

coast. In many cases this was evaded by obtaining- a protection 

from a British officer who did not know the part the person had 

21 
played in the Revolution. The matter was further complicated 

19 
Wemyss to Cornwallis, July 17, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 

no. 145, x 

20 
Cornwallis to Clinton, June 50, 1780, Clinton-CornwaIlls 

Controversy,. I, 221-222. 

21 
Balfour to Cornwallis, June 6, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 47. 
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by the inconsistent policy of Sir Henry Clinton, who issued 

three different proclamations with reference to the terms under 

which persons were to submit. 

The first of these, dated May 22, threatened with confis¬ 

cation of property all who continued armed resistance to the e s- 

tablishment of t he king's government, promised protection to 

the faithful and peaceable subjects, and called on all persons 

22 
to aid in ending the rebellion. A proclamation of June 1 

promised a pardon to all who would immediately return to their 

allegiance, excepting those who had participated in the execu- 

23 
tion of loyal subjects. Both of these proclamations allowed 

the Whig who still adhered to the Revolution to surrender as a 

prisoner on parole. On June 3, however, another proclamation, 

which has been considered a great blunder, was issued. By this, 

all persons who had surrendered and received paroles, excepting 

those in the military line and those who surrendered at the fall 

of Charleston, were freed from their parole and ordered to re¬ 

turn to their allegiance or else be considered as enemies and 

24 
rebels. The significance of this was that many who had ex¬ 

pected to remain as neutrals (technically as prisoners on 

parole) found that they were likely to be required to bear arms 

for the British. Moreover, this proclamation did. not immediately 

come to the knowledge of the British officers who had advanced 

22 
Tarleton, Campaigns, pp.71-72, 

Ibid., pp.74-76. 

24 
Ibid., pp.73-74. 
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into the interior, and therefore persons continued to surrender 

under the previous proclamations. 

Clinton's reasons in issuing the proclamation of June 3 

were to make the people break all connection with the American 

cause, and, also, to place them in a position where further 

participation in the Revolution by word or deed would lay them 

25 
open to severe punishment. Cornwallis regarded this procla¬ 

mation as a handicap and complained that by it nthe most vio¬ 

lent rebels and persecutors of the whole province are declared 

faithful subjects.” At first, he refused to allow a number 

of persons to become British subjects and continued sending the 

former Whig officials to the islands, claiming that as they 

were taken in a military line or were guilty of shedding the 

blood of Loyalists they came within the exceptions of the proc- 

27 
lamation. On the other hand, the proclamation retarded the 

submission of many people, for, though they were willing to give 

up the struggle, they were reluctant to bear arms against the 

American cause. Furthermore, some who had surrendered on parole 

felt released by this proclamation and took up arms again. This 

was especially true of the people of the Waxhaws and other settle- 

Clinton to Cornwallis, July 15, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 138. 

2 6 
Cornwallis to Pattison, June 10, 1780, in Charles Ross, 

ed.. Correspondence of Charles, First Marquis Cornwallis (here¬ 

inafter cited as Cornwallis Correspondence), I, 46. 

27 
Cornwallis to Clinton, June 30, 1780, Clinton-Cornwallis 

Controversy. I, 222-223. 
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ments along the North Carolina boundary. Lord Rawdon complained 

of the proclamation as follows: 

That unfortunate Proclamation of the 5.' of June has 
had very unfavorable consequences. The majority of 
the Inhabitants in the Frontier Districts, thof ill 
disclosed to us, from circumstances were not actually 
in arms against us: They were therefore freed from 
the paroles imposed by Lt. Colonel Turnbull co myself; 
and nine out of ten of them are now embodied on the 
part of the Rebels. I must own that several like¬ 
wise, who were excepted from the indulgence, have, 
notwithstanding their Paroles, taken the same active 
part against us: yet here again the Proclamation 
wounds us for should any person in this predicament 
fall Into our hands, his guilt, which before could 
not have been controverted becomes matter of nice 
disquisition; So the punishment due to his crime, 
may by misrepresentation furnish a pretext to the 
Rebels for exercising inhumanity upon some friend 
of ours in their hands. Perhaps I ought not to 
question the expediency of that Proclamation; but 
I so immediately fgel the effect of It, that I may 
fairly be excused.''1'' 

Nevertheless, a great many people became British subjects, 

especially in the low country; the alternative was to leave the 

state. The desire to save property was a powerful factor, es¬ 

pecially when such property as slaves, indigo, rice, and live¬ 

stock were movable. Though such a motive appears sordid when 

displayed on the pages of history, to a man with a family ac¬ 

customed to a comfortable living the loss of his property was 

not a trifling matter. The planters of South Carolina had not 

contemplated any such sacrifice when they acquiesced in the 

Revolution. 

28 
Rawdon to Cornwallis, July 7, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 117. 
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There was a wide-spread belief that the war was over and that 

the best policy was to accept the situation. This belief was 

aided by a rumor that Congress planned to abandon the three 

southern states in return for the independence of the others. 

Naturally the British encouraged this report as much as pos¬ 

sible. Moreover, since the British promised that the colonies 

were to be taxed only by their own legislatures, the original 

cause of the Revolution was removed. The following petition 

was presented by a number of the inhabitants of Georgetown to 

the British officer commanding there. 

We Inhabitants in and about George Town Winjah [sic] beg 
leave to represent to Major Wemyss, that as the orig¬ 
inal cause of the dispute between Great Britain and her 
Colonies was our being Taxed without being represented-- 
And as by a Proclamation of the Is if June last issued 
by his Excellency Sir Henry Clinton . . . and Mariot 
Arbuthnot . . . We are assured that we shall not be taxed 
but by our representatives in General Assembly, We are 
therefore desirous of becoming British Svibjects in which 
Capacity We promise to behave ourselves with all becom¬ 
ing fidelity and Loyalty. 

This document was signed by thirty-three persons, most of whom, 

the British officer stated, had been rebels and some of them 

prominent leaders. 

But aside from other considerations it is probable that the 

prospect of peace and the opening of commerce with England was 

welcomed by many, especially the merchants. Shortly after the 

fall of Charleston, James Simpson made a report to Clinton on 

29 
Representation to Major Wemyss n. a. 

no. 1. 

5 ibid., bundle 3 
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public sentiment there. According to.this report, which was 

based on conversations, the people of influence might be di¬ 

vided into four groups, as follows: (1) those who were con¬ 

vinced that their late miseries were due to their "fatal poli¬ 

ticks;1' (2) those who, without reasoning on the cause of their 

situation, acknowledged that ruin v/ould ensue unless the Brit¬ 

ish government was restored; (3) those who still asserted 

that their cause was founded in virtue, but admitted it was 

impossible to maintain it longer; (4) those who said their 

cause ought not to be relinquished without the "general con¬ 

sent of America." Of these four groups Simpson said the first 

two by far exceeded the others in number and influence. These 

four groups did not include the Loyalists, who were not as 

numerous as he had expected, nor the lower classes, whom*,he 

said would submit quietly to any government that "Supports it¬ 

self."^0 

The people of Charleston were in a different situation 

from those in the country, as property within the town was pro¬ 

tected by the terms of the capitulation. However, the British 

brought pressure upon them in a number of ways to force them 

to take protection. British subjects only could sue in the 

31 
courts or sell merchandise. Soldiers were quartered in the 

houses of persons who would not take protection, and rent for 

540. 
30 

31 

Simpson to Clinton, Lay 15, 1780, C. 0. 5:99, pp.537- 

Ramsay, Hist, of S. C., I, 342-346. 
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the use of buildings was paid only to subjects in good standing. 

It was virtually impossible for a poor man to make a living un¬ 

less he took protection. An order of March 25, 1781, forbade 

persons on parole to exercise any business, profession, art,or 

trade.' These measures were harsh, but it must be remembered 

they were very similar to those used by the Whigs against Loyal¬ 

ists in the early part of the Revolution. 

Many who at first refused to take protection did so after 

the battle of Camden, for the rout of the army sent by Congress 

to their aid was almost as great a blow to the Whigs of South 

Carolina as the fall of Charleston. A list of 168 persons who 

had petitioned to become British subjects was published in the 

Gazette on September 21, together with a notice that they might 

obtain certificates on taking an oath of allegiance the follow- 

33 
ing day. In December a similar list containing 63 names was 

published. 
34 

A third list containing 18 names was published 

early in 1781. 
35 

At first the British were a little careless in granting pro¬ 

tections, and many of the people in the back country obtained 

36 
certificates without having to sign. Later many nominal sub- 

32 

33 

34 

35 

Royal Gazette (Charleston), March 28-31, 1781. 

S. G. and Am. Gen. Gazette, Sept. 21, 1780. 

Royal South Carolina Gazette, Dec. 8, 1780. 

Ella P. Levett, "Loyalism in Charleston, 1761-1784,” In 
The Proceedings of the South Carolina Historical Association, 

1956~ p~)~"9T~ “ ~ 

36 
Ramsay, Hist. of _S. C_. > I* 339. 
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jects again took up arms on the American side, and on January 15, 

1781, the British issued orders that all who had taken protec- 

tion must sign the oath of allegiance.' Books of blank forms 

of the oath were sent to the colonels of militia in the country 

to be signed by all those who had been admitted as subjects. 

One of these books for ninety Six District contains the names 

of a number of prominent persons, including some from the Long 

Canes settlement, and the dates on which the certificates were 

38 
signed run as late as March 14, 1781.’ 

Among those who took protection were some who had been 

very prominent leaders in the Revolution. Foremost of these 

was Rawlins Lowndes. He had been one of the conservative mem- 

bers of the Council of Safety in 1775. In 1778, when John Rut¬ 

ledge refused to sign the state constitution because it closed 

all chance of reconciliation with the mother country, Rawlins 

Iowndes was elected governor in his place. Nevertheless^he suf¬ 

fered great losses even before the fall of Charleston largely 

39 
from the depreciation of money." He remained a prisoner on par ole 

S_. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, January 31, 1781. 

38 
Loyalist Oaths of Allegiance (printed forms filled in, 

NYPL). The title assigned to this is not an altogether appro¬ 
priate description of the sentiments of the signers, some of 
whom were very soon taking an active part against the British. 
Other volumes of these oaths, dated 1780-1781, are in the 
British Public Record Office. Charles M. Andrews, Guide to 

the Materials for American History in the Public Record Office 
of Great Britain, I, 158. 

39 
Simpson to Clinton, July 1, 1780, Am. MSS. in Roy. Inst., 

II, 150. “ 
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for seven months after the British conquest but on December 14 

asked to become a British subject. His petition was as follows: 

Impressed with a just sense of the excellency of the 
British Constitution, and the Happiness it imparts 
to all who are entitled to the Participation of its 
Privileges, I feel myself happy that I am at Liberty 
to avow my partiality for it, and my desire to live 
under its Subjection; In Conformity to these Senti¬ 
ments my Conduct has been modelled heretofore, and 
if, at any time, I have acted devious to the Pre¬ 
cepts which it prescribes, I have reluctantly sub¬ 
mitted to the Necessity which has impelled me to 
it. I hope therefore I shall be permitted to follow 
the unconstrained Dictates of my own Mind and best 
Judgment in attaching myself to that Government 
where this Constitution is the rule of Action; in 
Evidence of which I am ready, Sir, to give whatever 
Test you shall be pleased to require, consistent 
with the duty of a good Subject. w 

How much of this v;as sincere and how much merely a gesture of 

submission can never be known. However, the praise of the 

British constitution seems to indicate a genuine dislike of the 

democracy accompanying the Revolution. 

Colonel Charles Pinckney and Daniel Horry were members of 

the executive council and, like John Rutledge, had left Charles¬ 

ton before the town was completely surrounded by the British. 

Though safe from the British, they returned to surrender and 

ultimately took protection. In his petition to become a Brit¬ 

ish subject, Horry, also, praised the British constitution as 

being superior to any other on earth and referred to the Revo¬ 

lution as nthe late Anarchy.'1^ Pinckney in his petition spoke 

C. 0. 5:178, pp.183-184. 

41 
Petition of Daniel Horry to Lieutenant Colonel Balfour, 

C. 0. 5:178, pp.175-176. 
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of having been "misled" by the "hurry and Confusion of the 

42 
Times." However, none of these men actually bore arms for 

the British, nor did they sign any of the congratulatory ad¬ 

dresses . 

Another very prominent person who took British protection 

was Henry Middleton. He had been president of the Continental 

Congress and was the father of Arthur Middleton, the signer of 

the Declaration of Independence. His petition is as follows: 

Before the unnatural Contest between Great Britain and 
America took place, I was happy, and gloried, in the 
Appellation of a British Subject, nor should I have 
held Myself absolved from the Oath of Allegiance which 
I had taken, had not the Colonists been so severely 
treated as to be deprived of the support and protec¬ 
tion of the Crown, by Act of Parliament, and, there¬ 
by, left at Liberty to shift for themselves and pro- 
vide for their own Security. I was guided by Prin¬ 
ciple, as an American, and not influenced by any 
Motive of self-interest or Ambition, to take the part 
I did in this cruel and oppressive War; and I must 
candidly confess, Sir, that altho' I have long most 
sincerely lamented it, as a Misfortune to both coun¬ 
tries , and ardently wished it never had a beginning, 
I have found it difficult to divest myself entirely 
of all Partiality for a Cause in which I have been 
so long engaged: but since this Country has sub¬ 
mitted to His Majesty's Arms, I have not endeavoured, 
by any Means, to keep up the Spirit of Independence 
and have considered myself, under Sir Henry Clinton's 
Proclamation of the 3. of June, as restored to all 
the Plights and Duties belonging to a Citizen and 
Inhabitant; and, whilst this Country shall remain a 
Part of the British Empire, I will demean myself as 
becomes a true and faithful Subject, and give such 
Proofs as I am able, of my Allegiance and Attachment 
to His Majesty's Person and Government. --If this 

42 
Petition of Charles Pinckney Senr. to Lieutenant Colonel 

Balfour, C. 0. 5:178, p.177. 
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Declaration is satisfactory, I hope, Sir, you will 
put it in my Power to testify my sincerity by grant¬ 
ing me a Certificate which will entitle me to all 
the Privileges enjoyed by His Majesty’s other loyal 
Subjects in this Place. ° 

This statement shows a sincere attachment to the American cause 

but a willingness to consider it as lost. 

The most disputed case is that of Andrew Williamson, who 

has been called the "Arnold of Carolina." He was the most in¬ 

fluential man in Ninety Six District and had been very impor¬ 

tant in winning that region for the Revolutionary party in 1775. 

Until the fall of Charleston he was constantly performing mili¬ 

tary service and was a brigadier general of the militia. Yet 

there are two rumors of treachery on his part during that time, 

namely, that he was in communication with the British and, more 

particularly, that he intentionally delayed forwarding the ne^ws 

of the fall of Charleston to Governor Rutledge, so that the 

44 
latter narrowly escaped captture . These charges have never been 

proved. He surrendered his men at Ninety Six after they had 

refused his offer to lead them to North Carolina, as has been 

45 
related. The British realized Williamson’s importance. James 

43 
Henry Middleton to Lt. 

C. 0. 5:178, pp.185-186. 

Col. Balfour, Oct. 7, 1780, 

McCall, Hist, of Georgia , II, 304-305; McCrady, S_. _C. 

iE 2.17^5-1780, pp.529-532; Biographical sketch of Andrew 
Williamson by Anne K. Gregorie in the Dictionary of American 
Biography, XX,296-297. 

45 
See above, p. 200. 
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Simpson recommended that his property be preserved in order to 

46 
secure his influence." Soon after arriving in Ninety Six Dis¬ 

trict, Balfour got in touch with Williamson and wrote the 

following report of his attitude. 

I have had several private conversations, with 
Williamson, who has every Appearance of candour; 
& sincerely wishing to remain under the B. Govern¬ 
ment, he has a strong sound understanding and If 
I am not much deceived indeed, will be infinitely 
useful, here, if properly treated--The Amount of 
our conversation is, that from decency as well 
as inclination, any active, military part, would 
be impossible for him at present, should we choose 
to trust him, that he knows, his influence in as¬ 
sisting the civil, as well as military arrange¬ 
ments, will conduce more, to bring the country to 
quiet & submission than if he tooke a more public 
part, that he is ready to give us every pledge in 
his power, for his remaining steady to the part 
he now takes, that he has lived so long in the 
country that he has a though Isic] knowledge of 
the people here, who are of all mankind the least 
to be depended upon; And is therefore of opinion, 
that in order to keep them entirely under; a 
stronger force, would be necessary, than we would 
wish to spare, and the only mode he thinks, to 
get government established, is by degrees to get 
the leading men to exert themselves, and to in¬ 
sist upon their being answerable for the people 
not to trust them too far till we are convinced 
they are steady, and to take part of them into the 
militia {.j 

That he will immediately interest himself in gain¬ 
ing every man in his power, to join heartily in 
settling the country And will let me know those 
we can depend upon, and what degrees of trust can 
be put into them-- 

The leading men, are Picklns, and Hammond, Bowie 
& Rappillie /RapleyH, and could the two first be 

46 
Simpson to Clinton, July 1, 1780, in Am. MSS in Roy. 

Inst., II, 150. 
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gained* he seemes to be certain, their influence is 
so great, that with his own, the whole country could 
be brought to act for us as heartily as ever they 
acted against us---' 

Thus, in June 1780, Andrew Williamson seems to have regarded 

the war as over and to have wished for the restoration of peace 

and order. He is said to have been very much under the in¬ 

fluence of his secretary, Malcolm Brown, who a little later in 

the summer of 1780 was very much opposed to the partisan war¬ 

fare which had begun. It is noteworthy that Williamson advised 

Balfour to follow a course which would preserve the leadership 

of himself a.nd his friends. 

Among those in Charleston who took protection were Daniel 

Cannon and William Trusler, both of them leaders of the mech¬ 

anic element and foremost in the popular demonstrations prior 

to the outbreak of the v/ar. Thomas Corbet was one of those who 

broke open the post office to obtain the dispatches being sent 

to England In the summer of 1775, and ’was an active member of 

several committees appointed by the Council of Safety; yet he 

took British protection. His excuse was that the British had 

taken "oossession of all his houses in Charleston and that the 

only way he could obtain one was to become a British subject. 
48 

47 
Balfour to Cornwallis, June 24, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 95. 

48 
Petition of Thomas Corbet, 1783 (MS, S. C. Hist Com.) 
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Other prominent Whigs who took protection were Patrick Calhoun, 

James Mason," LeRoy Hammond, Colonel Benjamin Garden,OJ- 

52 
and Wade Hampton. 

49 
Loyalist Oaths of Allegiance (MS, 1TYPL) . 

50 
JHR, March 13, 1783, pp. 317-319. 

51 
SJ, Jan. 28, 1783, p. 42. 

52 
Ro77~al South Carolina Gazette, Sept. 21, 1780. 



- 

; 

■ • • . 



CHAPTER VII 

"THE SECOND REVOLUTION” 

In June, 1780, the great majority of the people In South 

Carolina were willing to return to allegiance to the British 

and live peacefully under their government, but in a few weeks 

a change in sentiment occurred which the British regarded as a 

second, revolution.^ One cause of this was the attempt of the 

British to make the people bear arms. Plunder and severities 

played an important part also. It must be said in favor of 

Clinton and Cornwallis that strict orders were given against 

irregularities and that some officers, notably Colonel Balfour, 

tried to prevent plundering. Nevertheless^ a good deal of it 

2 
took place. The destruction of Presbyterian meeting houses 

and Bibles containing the Scotch version of the Psalms, on the 

Ramsay, Hist, of S_. £., I, 340-341. 

2 
Colonel Balfour wrote to Cornwallis in regard to the 

troops assigned to him: "Of all the Corps, that ever marched, 
I can scarce conceive one worse calculated to second inten¬ 
tions, respecting regularity, than this, however you may de¬ 
pend upon my part of the business, being so steadily attended 
to as possible," Cornwallis Papers, bundle 2, no. 21. 

In another letter Balfour said, "I am sorry to say that 
I have received many and wonderful complaints of men cloathed 
in green plundering singly every house they cross, or can get 
at, when in search of horses or expresses." Balfour to Corn¬ 
wallis, June 12, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, no. 68. This prob¬ 
ably refers to Tarleton’s men, who wore green uniforms. 
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assumption that all Presbyterians had the same political views 

as the Puritans of Hew England, has been regarded as a classic 

_ 3 
example of stupidity on the part of the British. 

The attitude of the Loyalists was also a factor in pre¬ 

venting reconciliation. Having suffered persecution under the 

Whig government they urged the British to punish the Whig lead¬ 

ers. James Simpson in regard to the attitude of the Charles¬ 

ton Loyalists says: 

Elated with their present triumph and resentful for their 
Past injuries, they are Clamorous for retributive Justice, 
and affirm that the Province will never be settled in 
Peace, until those People, whose persecuting Spirit hath 
caused such calamities to their fellow Subjects, shall 
receive the punishment their iniquities deserve.3 4 5 

In the back country some of the Loyalists attempted to kill cer¬ 

tain Whigs whom they accused of having abused them prior to the 

British conquest. It is to the credit of Colonel Innes that he 

5 
prevented private revenge of this sort. The British faced the 

dilemma of disgusting the Loyalists if they were too lenient 

and of failing to win over the Whigs if they were too severe. 

3 McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, p. 560. This blunder 
might have been due to the fact that many of the British troops 
had been raised in Hew York where the antagonism between the 
Presbyterians and Anglicans was an important factor in deter¬ 
mining party alignment. 

^ Simpson to Clinton, May 15, 1780, C. 0. 5: p. 539. 

5 
Innes to Cornwallis, June 8, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 56. 
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Some of the Whig leaders did not submit, and with a few 

followers went to North Carolina. Being joined there by re¬ 

cruits from that state, they returned to South Carolina to 

plunder the Loyalists and even the Whigs who had submitted to 

the enemy. Very prominent among the leaders who did not sub¬ 

mit were Thomas Sumter and Francis Marion. Another prominent 

group was one from so-called "ceded lands" of Georgia led by 

Elijah Clark. This party together with some North Carolinians 

were pillaging in the upper part of the fork between the Saluda 

6 
and Eroad rivers as early as the middle of July, 1780. It is 

possible that if Cornwallis had offered to parole the Whig 

leaders to their plantations, some wrho fled would have surrend- 

, 7 
erea. 

Another cause of discontent was the jealousy of the Whig 

leaders at seeing the positions of prestige given to their 

rivals. This was the explanation given by a Loyalist, Robert 

Gray: 

This tranquility was of short duration, the abuses of 
the Army in taking the peoples Horses, Cattle & pro¬ 
visions in many cases without paying for them, abuses 
perhaps inseparable from a Military Government dis¬ 
gusted the inhabitants, but this was by no means the 
principal cause of the disorders which followed, they 
flowed from another source, the disaffection of the 

Captain Dunlap to Balfour, July 15, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 142; Balfour to Cornwallis, July 17, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 

no. 145. 

7 
At least some offered to return provided they be allowed 

to remain at home. Rawdon to Cornwallis, June 3, 1780, ibid., 
bundle 2, no. 103• 
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Whigs. The establishment of the King's government 
naturally & unavoidably occasioned an entire change 
of Civil and Military offices throughout the pro¬ 
vince. A new set of men were elected into power 
& place, whilst their predecessors in office were 
stripped of their consequence and sent to cultivate 
their plantations. the pangs of disappointed am¬ 
bition soon made these men view all our transactions 
with jaundiced eyes and as Genl Gates approach put 
an end to the hopes of tranquility they had at first 
expected to enjoy, they were in general, especially 
the Militia officers determined to avail themselves 
of that opportunity to reestablish themselves in 
power . . .^ 

Thus there was the paradox of some persons objecting to being 

forced to take up arms for the British and at the same time 

resenting the loss of their commissions. What the British at¬ 

tempted to do in South Carolina was to remove and punish the 

leaders, replace them with men who were less prominent, and 

through the latter use the people as an important factor in 

defending a country recently conquered. This simply could not 

be done. 

One factor, which has been overlooked by historians, is 

that the people who submitted were not adequately protected. 

Instead, the British officers expected the people to protect 

the army. For example, many of the people of the Waxhaw settle 

ment submitted at the time of Tarleton's defeat of Bufor 's 

cavalry. A>little later Rawdon visited the region and tried 

to organize the people into a militia. They were reluctant to 

fight Americans, but were willing to protect their settlements 

8 
"Col. Robert Gray's Observations on the Gar in Carolina, 

in SCHGM, XI (1910), 171. 
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against plundering parties from Mecklenburg County, North 

9 
Carolina.1' Rawdon soon returned to Camden, which was re¬ 

garded as a sign of weakness.10 A British post was estab¬ 

lished at Hanging Rock, but this was too far removed to pro¬ 

tect the Waxhaw settlement. Eventually most of the people 

11 
joined the Whigs. To state matters simply, the British 

line of defense running from Augusta to Ninety Six to Camden 

did not cover the state. There were advanced posts at Hang¬ 

ing Rock, Rocky Mount, and Cheraw Hill but they were quickly 

abandoned on the approach of the Continental army. It must 

be said in extenuation of this weak policy on the part of 

the British that they were handicapped by sickness, insuffi¬ 

cient cavalry, and the difficulty of supplying food for large 

bodies of men. There were natural obstacles to the British 

campaign in the Carolinas. 

The advance of Oates’ army into South Carolina in August 

was followed by a general insurrection in most of the country 

north of the Santee. At the same time, Sumter’s men overran 

the region west of the Catawba and other Whig parties were 

operating between the Saluda and the Broad. But on August 16 

the Whigs received a terrible blow in the rout of Cates’ army 

® Rawdon to Cornwallis, June 11, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 61. 

10 Turnbull to Cornwallis, June 16, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 61. 

11 Rawdon claimed that there ws.s not sufficient food for 
British troops at the Waxhaws. He also thought that the people 
were merely temporizing. Rawdon to Cornwallis, June 22, 1780, 
ibid., bundle 2, no. 90; Rawdon to Cornwall!s, June 29, 1780, 
ibid,, bundle 2, no. 102. 
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at the Battle of Camden. Two days later Sumter was surprised 

and dispersed by Tarleton. The British proceeded to hang 

several men and burn many houses as punishment for those who 

had violated their paroles or protections. In a measure the 

state was again reduced, and Cornwallis marched into North 

Carolina in hopes of conquering that state. But on October 7 

Ferguson was defeated at King’s Mountain and Cornwallis re¬ 

treated to Winnsborough. Meanwhile partisan warfare continued 

and was greatly increased by the British disaster. The Brit¬ 

ish sent expeditions against these Whig leaders but v/ere never 

again able to consider the country as conquered. The Conti¬ 

nental army was also organized anew in North Carolina and 

placed under the command of General Greene. On January 17 a 

detachment of the British army under Tarleton was defeated at 

Cowpens, but despite this setback Cornwallis advanced into 

North Carolina in an attempt to destroy Greene’s army. After 

a nominal victory over Greene at Guilford, he marched to Wil¬ 

mington and eventually to Virginia. 

Cornwallis thought that he had left enough troops in 

South Carolina to maintain British authority there. In this 

calculation he was mistaken, for in April, 1781, General 

Greene returned to South Carolina And within a short time 

most of the Eritish posts fell or were abandoned. Although 

Lord Rawdon, who was in command of the British forces, won 

a victory over the Continental army near Camden, he soon aban¬ 

doned that post and the entire country north of the Santee. 

A number of Loyalists retreated with him, abandoning their 
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12 
homes to become refugees at Charleston. The post at Augusta 

fell in June. At the same time, the fort at Ninety Six was 

besieged. Though Rawdon marched to its rescue and forced the 

American army to retreat, that post also was abandoned. This 

evacuation, as in the case of Camden, caused another group of 

15 
Loyalists to abandon their homes. 

The British expected to retain the entire country south 

of the Santee and east of a line running from McCord’s Perry 

14 
on that river south to the Savannah. They were unable to 

defend even a comparatively small area, however, for during 

the summer months parties of American cavalry made expeditions 

to within a few miles of Charleston. In September the Battle 

of Eutaw was fought, after which the British army, despite 

the fact that they had retained possession of the field, with¬ 

drew to Monk’s Corner. For about two months sickness, which 

afflicted great numbers in both armies, caused a lull in the 

hostilities. In November General Greene prepared to resume 

the offensive and the British withdrew to within a few miles 

of Charleston. 

12 T, 
Ramsay, Rev. of S. C., II, 232-235. 

William Johnson, Sketches of the Life and Correspond¬ 

ence of Nathaniel Greene, Major General of the Armies of the 

United States, in the War of the Revolution ... (herein¬ 

after cited as Johnson, Life of Greene), II, 163-164. 

14 
Balfour 

MSS in Roy. Inst 

to Sir 

II, 

James Wright, 

302-303. 

July 20, 1781, in Am. 
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In August, 1781, Governor Rutledge returned and set about 

reestablishing the state government. His greatest problem was 

15 
raising a dependable military force. As the various parts 

of the state were recovered many who had taken protection, in¬ 

cluding some who had held military and civil commissions under 

the British, rejoined the Whig; side. This seems to have been 

done with little formality, the persons being expected to con¬ 

form to the militia laws or in some cases compelled to enlist 

in the state troops.^ Some of those who lived close to the 

British lines were allowed to furnish a substitute in the state 

troops in lieu of personal service in the militia. This was 

done by many of the people living between Charleston and Santee 

17 
River. Governor Rutledge had long wanted to issue a pro¬ 

clamation to force more people to support the Whig cause, but 

he wisely delayed doing so until he was in a position to enforce 

it. 

Edward McCrady, The History of South Carolina in the 
Revolution, 1780-1785 (hereinafter cited as McCrady, S. <C. in 

Rev., 1780-1785), pp. 511-521. 

In some cases men who were captured bearing arms for the 
British were given their choice as to whether they should be 
sent to Charleston as prisoners or enlist for ten months in the 
state troops. Just prior to the siege of the post at Congaree 
Major Maxwell, the British officer in command, collected all 
the able-bodied men in the neighborhood for the d.efense of ^that 
place. On its capture many of the men enlisted, in Col. Wade 
Hampton's regiment. After the war a group of 21 of these men 
petitioned that they be paid the same bounty given other troops, 
as their service with the British had been compulsory and they 
readily performed the ten months service in the state troops. 
Petition of sundry soldiers of Wade Hampton's regiment to House 
of Representatives, 1791 (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 

1 7 
"Col. Robert Gray's Observations on the War in Carolina," 

in SCIIGM, XI (1910), 155. 



(I 

. 

. 

Aj',-03 j1 3*18W ili 

. 

- < ij, ) , a . t Is t £, I! rUflvr 

qboIq bevil orfw aao' - . :: j. c. 

sjqIL al b< ooiJ 

. 

. :X 

• - _ ri tnoX vH 

~ I-03VI 7yi 

. 
. 

l . v. ■ : 
.. . 

■ 

. X X . 1 • , r . 

. 
, 11 C I . j i 



227 

The Battle of hutaw* the effects of which were favorable 

1 O 

to the Americans, afforded a convenient occasion. On Sep¬ 

tember 27 Rutledge issued a proclamation offering a pardon to 

those who had taken British protection on condition that they 

surrender themselves within thirty days and perform military 

service for six months. However, he excepted from this offer 

the following classes: (1) persons who had been named in the 

proclamations of November 8 and December 18, 1779; (2) per¬ 

sons who having left the state in 1777 and 1778 for refusing 

the oaths had subsequently returned; (3) persons who had signed 

the address of Clinton and Arbuthnot; (4) persons who had 

signed the congratulation to Cornwallis; (5) persons who had 

borne civil or military commissions under the British; (6) per¬ 

sons whose conduct was considered "so infamous" that they could 

19 
not be admitted to partake of the privileges of America. 

This proclamation has been aptly termed a "well timed" 

20 
one, for not only was British prestige on the decline when 

it was issued but before the expiration of the thirty days the 

surrender of Cornwallis became known.. On November 17 Rutledge 

Rutledge to Marion, Sept. 15, 1781, in G-ibbes, Doc. Hist., 

1781-1782, p. 162. 

1 9 
Proclamation of Sept. 27, 1781, ibid, pp. 175-178. For 

the proclamations of November 8 and December 18, 1779, see p. 161. 

^ Alexander Garden, Anecdotes of the Revolutionary Par in 

America (hereinafter cited as Garden, Anecdotes), p. 174. 
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21 
extended the time limit for another thirty days,'' presumably 

on account of the news of Yorktown. Rutledge's proclamation 

was a success in that it forced many people to join the Ameri¬ 

can side. Ramsay said of its effects, "In a few weeks several 

hundred came out of the British lines, and reenforced the Ameri- 

pp 
can militia." But it was not a liberal offer as it is char- 

23 
acterized by McCrady. It said in effect that persons could 

return to the American side not merely by obeying the militia 

laws, but only by performing additional military duty as pen¬ 

ance. Furthermore, after a certain date no person would be 

allowed to resume his allegiance to the state. Confiscation 

and banishment were expressly held out as the punishment for 

those who did not obey. 

With the persons to whom pardon is thus offered, the 
choice still remains, either to return to their alle¬ 
giance and with their families be restored to the 
favor of their country and to their possessions, or 
to abandon their properties in this State forever and 
go with their wives and children whither, for what 
purpose, on whom to depend, or how to submit they know 
not, most probably to experience in some strange and 
distant land all the miseries and horrors of beggary, 
si clone ss, and despair. 4 

No copy of this has been found, but it is referred to 
in the preamble to an act of the legislature, for which see 
Cooper, Statutes, IV, 526. 

22 
Ramsay, Hist. of S. £., I, 466. 

O'2; 
McCrady, S. G. in Rev., 1780-1785, p. 522. 

24 
Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1781-1782, p. 178. 
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The proclamation of September 27 was based on the theory 

that those who had taken British protection had committed trea¬ 

son to the state of South Carolina. The policy followed by 

Rutledge was a severe if not harsh one. The people had sub¬ 

mitted to the British to save their property and he made use 

of the same threat to force them to return to the support of 

the state. Rutledge was criticized for continuing in this pol¬ 

icy after the surrender of Cornwallis. ^ Yet in criticizing 

Rutledge, it must be remembered that it was by no means certain 

in November and December, 1781, that the war was at an end. 

Rutledge at the time expressed the belief that the British would 

not evacuate Charleston until they saw a force sufficient to 

compel them to do so.^ 

This proclamation worked a great hardship on the people 

within and close to the British lines. If they obeyed the pro¬ 

clamation the British would seize their negroes and other mov¬ 

able property. On the other hand, if they remained within the 

British lines, they were to be regarded as enemies. The ex¬ 

ceptions also worked hardships. There were persons among those 

who had accepted commissions and signed addresses who would 

gladly have changed sides again, but they were not allowed to 

do so. The issuance of this proclamation is the most important 

27 
use of Rutledge’s dictatorial powers. 

Cassius jAedanus Burke} , lb the Freemen of the State of 

South Carolina, pp. 15-16. 

26 
Rutledge to Marion, Dec. 4, 1781, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 

1781-1782, p. 218. 
On 

The General Assembly in February, 1780, had passed an 
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A general exchange of prisoners had taken place during 

the summer of 1781, as a result of which the prisoners cap¬ 

tured at the fall of Charleston were released. The Whigs, 

being thus reenforced by many of their leaders, decided to 

28 
call a meeting of the General Assembly. In connection with 

the election of members, Governor Rutledge again made use of 

his dictatorial powers by declaring that persons who had taken 

British protection should not be allowed to vote or be elected 

unless they had returned to allegiance to the state on or be¬ 

fore September 27, 1781. Persons who had obeyed the proclama¬ 

tion of that date were disqualified on the grounds that pardon 

was conditional on the completion of six months military ser- 

29 
vice. 

Rutledge’s actions with respect to this election subjected 

him to great abuse, not so much at the time as after the war. 

ordinance conferring on the governor extensive powers in cases 
of emergency. Some of the powers were carefully enumerated 
and restricted in the cases to which they might be applied, 
but in addition there was granted the general power ” to do all 
other matters and things necessary to secure the liberty, safety, 
and happiness” of the state except taking away the life of a 
citizen without trial and subjecting the militia to the regu¬ 
lations of Continental troops. Cooper, Statutes, IV, 504-506. 

Ramsay, Rev, of S. _C., II, 333-334. 

29 In the election writs Rutledge directed the managers as 
follows: 

Inasmuch as it is inconsistent with, and repugnant to 
the Spirit, Interest and Meaning of the said Constitu¬ 
tion, that persons who have withdrawn their Allegiance 
to the State, and borne Arms with, or received Protec¬ 
tion to the Enemy, should be admitted to vote for, or 
be eligible as Members of the Legislature, that you are 
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when, fear of the British having been removed, the people 

allowed their minds to dwell on the injury which their pride 

had suffered. It was then charged that Rutledge had packed 

the assembly, not only by means of the restrictions on voting 

but by verbal directions to managers to see that certain per- 

30 
sons were chosen. Undoubtedly this was the case In certain 

low country parishes within or close to the British lines, for 

the election had to be held elsewhere and the number of persons 

voting was ridiculously small. For example, the returns for 

St. Phillip’s and St. Michael’s parishes contained only thirty 

ballots, presumably all that were cast, yet these two parishes, 

or in other words Charleston, sent thirty representatives and 

two senators to the assembly. The election of St. Andrew’s 

parish, the area on both sides of the Ashly River immediately 

not to receive the Vote of any Person under the Des¬ 
cription above mentioned, or return any such Person 
as a Member of the Senate unless he shall have re¬ 
turned to his Allegiance, and manifested the same by 
bearing Arms in defense of the State, or furnished 
a Substitute in the Regular Service, on or before the 
twenty-seventh of September last, at which Time a 
Proclamation was issued by me, offering Pardon to 
the Persons, therein described, with certain Excep¬ 
tions in the said Proclamation mentioned, on Condi¬ 
tion of their actually performing Militia Duty for 
six Months. 

A few of the writs and returns for this election are among 
the papers of the S. C. Hist. Com. As they have been brought 
to light only recently, McCrady did not have access to them. 
His statement as to the qualifications of voters is incorrect. 
See §.* £• £tev«> 1730-1785, pp. 555-556. 

30 
Cassius /J3urke7, To the Freemen of the State of South- 

Carolina, p. 32. 
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outside of Charleston, had to be held miles away at Martin’s 

Tavern in St. John’s Berkeley. Apparently only four votes were 

cast, but a senator and six representatives were chosen. One 

31 
of the latter was John Rutledge. In justice to Rutledge it 

should be said that the man who subsequently led the attack 

against him, A.edanus Burke, approved of the measures at the 

32 
time. 

The assembly met January and February, 1782, at Jackson- 

borough, a village on the Edisto River about thirty-five miles 

from Charleston. Among the members were most of the prominent 

Whig militia officers and civil leaders. On the other hand, 

many of the members had taken British protection, some had 

borne arms in the militia under the British, and at least one, 
33 

LeRoy Hammond, had held a civil commission under the British. 

According to Aedanus Burke ”The great majority of the Assembly 

Writs and returns for the election of 1781 (MSS, S. C. 
Hist. Com.) Only the returns for the election of senators 
have been preserved. In some cases the ballots are inclosed; 
in others only the results are given. 

32 At the time of the meeting of the Jacksonborough Assembly 
Burke wrote as follows: 

Gov? Rutledge conducted the business with good policy in 
excluding from voting all such persons as had not borne 
arms antecedent to the 27th September. The numbers thus 
excluded were considerable in some parishes, and they 
murmured exceedingly for a few days. For my part I w. 
think it madness to allow men to influence our Elections 
who had born [sic] arigs against us without giving some 
Test to their attachm. to us-- 

Burke to Middleton, January 25, 1782, in ’'Correspondence Hon. 
Arthur Middleton,” SCKGM, XXVI (1925), 205. 

33 
JHE, March 13, 1783, pp. 317-319 
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were men wrho had taken protection; but from local situation 

were enabled to join the army, or send a substitute.”54 Cer¬ 

tainly this legislature acted harshly towards those who be¬ 

cause of their local situation had not rejoined the Americans. 

The legislation passed by this assembly followed the out¬ 

line laid down by Rutledge's proclamations. One act restricted 

voting for members of the next assembly to the following classes: 

persons who had never taken British protection; persons who had 

taken it but returned to allegiance to the state on or before 

September 27, 1781, and had continued in its defense; and per¬ 

sons who had obeyed that proclamation and could show a certi¬ 

ficate of having done duty for six months in the militia or 

had furnished two substitutes for the continental or state 

35 
troops. Another act was passed which confiscated the es¬ 

tates of several hundred persons, most of whom had been ex- 

36 
eluded from pardon by Rutledge's proclamation of September 27.' 

A third act levied an amercement of twelve per cent on the es¬ 

tates of forty-eight persons. In addition, this act levied a 

thirty per cent amercement on the estate of all persons who 

had contributed to a fund for equipping a troop of cavalry for 

Cassius (Burke) , To the Freemen of the State of South- 

Carolina, p. 24. 

35 
Cooper, Statutes, IV, 510-511. 

36 
Ibid., IV, 517-523. For a discussion of the confisca¬ 

tion and amercement of the Loyalists’ property, see chapter 
XIII. 
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37 

the British. There was another amercement act, which is 

seldom mentioned by historians, possibly because it is en¬ 

titled "An Act for pardoning the persons therein described, 

on the conditions therein described." This act was necessary 

as some of the persons excluded from pardon by the proclama¬ 

tion of September 27 had surrendered after the expiration of 

the time limit. These persons were pardoned on condition of 

a ten per cent amercement, or, if they possessed no estate, 

pardon was conditional on the performance of nine months militia 

service.0 In close connection with confiscation and amerce¬ 

ment acts was a measure for raising regular troops by paying 

the soldiers in slaves, who were to be obtained from the con- 

39 
fiscated and amerced estates. 

There was little fighting in South Carolina in 1782. The 

British made a few raids with some success, but these were 

chiefly for the purpose of obtaining provisions. Meanwhile 

British prestige steadily declined. General Leslie wrote Clin¬ 

ton that some of the leading men in the militia had gone over 

to the Americans and that there had been a great change in the 

disposition of the people in Charleston due to the misfortunes 

of the British and the acts passed by the South Carolina 

37 

p.249. 
Ibid., i—

\ 
<J

 

523-525, 

38 
Ibid., IV, 526-528, 

39 
Ibid., IV, 513 -515 

For an account of this fund see 
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40 

assembly. There was a tendency for the people within the 

British lines to seek favor with the Americans. At this time 

Laurens opened a correspondence with persons in Charleston to 

obtain intelligence for General Greene’s army. Among those 

who furnished this information were Edmund Petrie,^ Edward 

42 43 
Fenwick," and probably Andrew Williamson. All these v^ere 

persons named in the confiscation act. Edward Fenwick, a 

scion of one of the most prominent colonial families of South 

Carolina, held a commission as captain of a troop of provincial 

cavalry at the time. 

Many of the merchants in Charleston secretly sent supplies 

of clothing and equipment to the American army, hot only was 

this done by men who had lived in South Carolina prior to the 

war, but also by some who had not come to Charleston until 

44 
after the British captured it. Similarly a clandestine trade 

Leslie to Clinton, March 12, 1782, and Leslie to Clinton, 
April 1782, in Am. MSS„ in Roy. Inst. II, 418, 475-476. 

41 
Johnson, Life of Greene, II, 386. 

42 ALT, V, 114-115; LVII, 5-31; Fairfax Harrison, The John’s 
Island Stud, pp. 50-51. 

Definite proof of Williamson’s furnishing information is 
lacking. Greene appealed to the General Assembly in behalf 
of Williamson just as he did in behalf of Edward Fenwick. This 
letter could not be found among the papers in the South Carolina 
Historical Commission but possibly will be located eventually. 

Before a definite conclusion can be made on this point a search 
through the papers of General Greene is necessary. 

44 
Examination of Citizens, 1783 (MS, S. 

Feb. 8, 1783, pp. 99-100. 

C. Hist. Com); SJ, 
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was carried on by the planters with the British array. It was 

the policy of the Governor of South Carolina and General Greene 

to forbid the selling of food to the British, as a means of 

forcing the evacuation of Charleston and also because of the 

needs of the Continental army. But the lure of real money, 

which the British could pay, was too great for many who were 

nominally Whigs. In the opinion of Christopher Gadsden, the 

persons engaged in this trade did more injury to the Whig cause 

45 
than many of those placed on the confiscation list had done. 

There were two parts of the state, outside of Charleston 

and its vicinity, where the Loyalists still maintained control. 

One of these was a portion of Orangeburg District. In November 

and December, 1781, General Sumter had undertaken to subdue 

this region. After some reverses he succeeded in getting sev¬ 

eral hundred persons to submit, but others fled to the swamps. 

A period of confusion and internecine war followed, which 

46 
lasted until the summer of 1782. There was a lull in this 

conflict in May, 1782, when a truce was made in order that both 

sides might plant and tend their crops. The agreement was made 

at the house of a Mr. Gray on the south side of Edisto River. 

The Loyalists were represented by Captains Jones, Oldfield, and 

Cheshire; the Whigs by Colonel Davis, Captain Youngblood of 

Gadsden to Marion, Nov. 17, 1782, Marion Papers (MS,NYPL), 

III, 321 ff. 

46 
’’Colonel Robert Gray’s Observations on the War in Caro¬ 

lina,” in SCEGM, XI. (1910), 149; Gregorie, Thomas Sumter, 

pp. 189-193; McCrady, S. £. in Rev., 1780-1785, pp. 626-628. 
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Edisto, and Captain Hicks of Horse-shoe. This truce was to be 

effective in an area about sixty miles square, between the 

Savannah and Edisto rivers. The corners on Savannah River 

were Three Runs and Matthews Eluff; those on Edisto are not 

stated. Before the expiration of the truce, a party of Whigs 

captured Captain Cheshire and some of his men. Whether this 

put an end to the agreement or not is not known. Captain 

47 
Cheshire soon escaped. 

The Whigs had difficulty in compelling those who submitted 

to perform militia duty. In May, 1782, certain men in Colonel 

Richard Hampton’s regiment of militia failed to report for duty 

when ordered. A party was sent to arrest the delinquents but 

it was found that two of the captains had failed to notify the 

men that they were to muster. It was not thought advisable 

to remove these two officers, because they were the most trust¬ 

worthy ones to be found in that region. At this time there 

were two bands of Loyalists, each about fifty strong in the 

4 Q 
fork of Edisto River. 

The Little Peedee region was the other section of South 

Carolina in which the Loyalists were able to remain at home in- 

Royal Gazette (Charleston), June 8, 1782. McCrady thinks 
that Major William Cunningham’s expedition into Ninety Six Dis¬ 
trict constituted a breach of this agreement, S_. £. in Rev., 

1780-1785, pp. 626-627. 

48 
Colonel Thomson to General Henderson, June 2, 1782, in 

Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1776-1782, pp. 184-185. 
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stead of taking refuge within the British lines at Charleston. 

This was due partly to the strength of the Loyalists and partly 

to the fact that General Marion thought it advisable to make 

a truce, thereby freeing his militia for use in other parts of 

the state. By the terms of this truce, which was signed June 17, 

1781, the region between the Great reedee and the North Carolina 

49 
line was neutralized. It was originally made for three months 

but the time was later extended to a year. During this time 

these Loyalists lived under British authority; their magis¬ 

trates were appointed by the British commandant; they kept up 

their regular militia musters; and the state government allowed 

them to communicate with and receive supplies from the British 

50 
army. 

Such a situation, however, obviously could not last. Ac¬ 

cusations of breaches of the truce were made by both sides. 

Also, North Carolina Loyalists used the truce area as a base 

from which to make incursions. When the truce came to an end 

in June, 1782, the Loyalists agreed to surrender; for they were 

faced with the threat of a joint expedition from North and 

South Carolina, and it had become apparent that the British 

intended to give up the. struggle. The Loyalists who so desired 

were allowed to go to Charleston as prisoners on parole, but 

49 
Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1781-1782, p. 98. 

50 
"Colonel Robert Gray's Observations on the War in Caro¬ 

lina," in SCHGM, XI (1910), 155. 
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all persons who remained were compelled to abjure the king 

51 
and perform service In the state militia. The number of 

men surrendering at this time, which was five hundred at the 

least,'''" might be taken as an index to Loyalist strength in 

that section but for the fact that an unknown proportion of 

them were from North Carolina. A most important result of 

the terms of the surrender was that few if any of the inhabi¬ 

tants of the Little Peedee were driven into exile, which was 

the fate of hundreds of Loyalists in other parts of the state. 

Though steadily losing ground the British had tried to 

maintain their influence with the people by promises of ulti¬ 

mate success. When they abandoned the upper part of the state 

53 
in 1781 they announced that it was merely a temporary measure. 

Again in December, 1781, a proclamation was issued warning those 

who had taken British protection that they would be punished 

if they bore arms or accepted office in "a second usurpation." 

Moreover, there was a promise to the Loyalists that "in every 

Event and Situation, their Interest and Security shall be con- 

51 
McCrady, S. £. in Rev., 1780-1785, pp. 638-639. 

For the documents connected with the surrender of the Loyalists, 
see Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1776-1782, pp. 178-189; ibid., 1781- 

1782, pp. 98-99, 135-136, 172-173, 245-247; N. C. St. Rees., 

XVI, 182-183, 217-218, 688-693. 

52 
James, Life of Marion, p. 167. Probably there were seven 

hundred men who surrendered, for a note to that effect was 

written by Colonel Peter Horry on the margin of a letter. Gibbes, 

Doc. Hist., 1776-1782, p. 183. 

53 
Royal Gazette (Charleston), June 2-6, 1781. 
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sidered as inseparably connected with those of His Majesty’s 

54 
Troops. However, the royal army had remained idle while 

the South Carolina assembly, within thirty-five miles of Char¬ 

leston, had confiscated the property of those who adhered to 

the Eritish. When the confiscation began to be put into effect, 

the Loyalists in Charleston proposed that the refugees, who 

they estimated would form an army- twelve hundred strong, be 

55 
allowed to march out and drive off General Greene's army. 

But neither v/as this proposal agreed to by the commander nor 

was any move made by the British army to regain the country 

containing the estates of the Loyalists. On May 23 Carleton, 

who had succeeded Clinton as commander-in-chief, wrote General 

Leslie that the British troops were to be withdrawn from South 

Carolina.° This was supposed to be kept secret for a while, 

but by June rumors of the intended evacuation had reached the 

57 
people in Charleston. 

On learning this news, the Loyalists in Charleston chose 

a committee of twenty-five to consider measures for saving 

Ibid., Dec. 19, 1781. 

55 
Letter marked "From a Secret Correspondent,11 April 1, 

1782, in C-ibbes, Doc. Hist., 1781-1782, pp. 287-288. 

56 
Carleton to Leslie, May 23, 1782, In Am. MSS in Roy. 

Inst. II, 494-495. 

57 
Leslie to Carleton, June 27, 1782, ibid., II, 543. 
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their property. The members were: 

Robert William Powell 
Robert Ballingall 
Robert Williams, Esq. 
John C-aillard, Esq. 
John Rose 
William Greenwood 
James Johnson, Esq. 
Gideon Dupont 
Robert Gray 
James Cassells 
Thomas Pearson 
John Philips 
Gabriel Capers0® 

Thomas Inglis 
John Hopton, Esq. 
Robert Johnston, Esq. 
John Champneys 
Andrew Millar, Esq. 
David Fanning 
John Hamilton 
William Charles Wells 
Samuel Bryan 
William Carson 
Thomas Edgehill 
Dr. Alexander Baron 

This list gives a good idea as to who were the leading Loyal¬ 

ists in South Carolina at that time. However, the name of 

Robert Cunningham is missing, as is that of Dr. Alexander Gar¬ 

den. David Fanning and Samuel Fanning evidently represented 

the refugees from North Carolina who had assembled at Charles¬ 

ton. The John Hamilton mentioned is probably the one from 

Ninety Six District and not the more famous North Carolina 

Loyalist of that name. 

This committee sent two delegates, Charles Ogilvie and 

Gideon Dupont, to New York to explain to General Carleton 

This list is based on the one given by David Fanning, 
N. £. St. Rec*. XXII, 229. The spelling of the names has been 

corrected, first names supplied when lacking, and military 
titles omitted because of difficulty in determining which were 
colonels and which lieutenant colonels. It is possible that 
some of these men did not act, for the names attached to the 
document which this commitee sent to General Carleton are 
Robert William Powell, chairman, John Champneys, Colonel John 
Phillips, William Greenwood, John Hamilton, Alexander Baron, 
Colonel Robert Ballingall, Colonel William Fortune, James Gordon, 
Colonel Gabriel Capers, Robert Johnston, Thomas Inglis, Colonel 

Zachariah Gibbs , Colonel David Fanning, and Colonel Thomas 
Edghill, Jones, The Journal of Alexander Chesriey, p. 116. 
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59 
and Admiral Digby the situation in South Carolina. The prin¬ 

cipal requests were that evacuation be postponed until the 

spring of 1783, that the Board of Police at Charleston be 

allowed to handle all cases concerning debts, and that the 

Loyalists be allow®, to recompense themselves for their losses 

by seizing the property of their enemies who were outside the 

British lines. None of these requests was allowed, as General 

Carleton sought to follow a conciliatory policy towards the 

Whigs and issued orders against the carrying away of private 

property. However, he expressed sympathy for the Loyalists 

60 
and gave orders that they be assisted in every way possible. 

It was the opinion of some of the Loyalists that the Brit¬ 

ish could reconquer South Carolina. There ’was some talk among 

the refugees at Charleston that they could defend the town if 

01 
the British would only leave them the artillery. "William 

Scarborough, a Loyalist from Massachusetts who had come to 

Charleston as a merchant in 1780, is said to have delivered a 

harangue at the state house in Charleston, advocating that on 

Robert William Powell to General Carleton and Admiral 
Digby, Aug. 13, 1782, and Charles Ogilvia and Gideon Dupont 

to Commrs. Carleton and Digby 

in Roy. Inst. Ill, 66, 113. 

60 
Carleton to Ogilvie and 

Carleton to Leslie, Sept. 10, 

61 
Fanning's Journal, in N 

Sept. 10, 1782, In Am. MSS 

Dupont, Sept. 10, 1782, and 
1.782, Ibid., III, p. 113. 

C. St. Rees. XXII, 229. 
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the withdrawal of the British troops the Loyalists man the 

lines and prevent the entry of the American army. But all 

of this came to nothing. 

The British allowed those who were able to do so to make 

terms with the Whigs. In July Governor Matthews issued a pro¬ 

clamation offering pardon to persons within the British lines 

provided they would surrender by August 15. He excepted from 

this offer persons who were banished by law and persons who 

had been guilty of murder, house burning, or wanton destruc- 

63 
tion of property. In conformity with this proclamation a 

number of persons came out and surrendered. An allusion to 

this event by Aedanus Burke gives this brief but pathetic des¬ 

cription: 

The citizens who came from Charlestown in the scorch¬ 
ing heat of August last, by a proclamation, afforded 
a melancholy proof, how soon oppression degrades man¬ 
kind, and impresses timid, cringing habits, even in 
the minds of freemen.0^ 

62 Undated, unsigned paper entitled "Recorded or Avowed 
Enemies to the State," (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) Apparently this 
document contains rough notes made at a hearing on petitions 
for citizenship in 1783. 

63 
Ho copy of this proclamation is available nor is it men¬ 

tioned by McCrady. The information concerning it is based on 
statements in various petitions to the General Assembly, es¬ 

pecially those of Charles Pinckney and John Deas. 

64 the if 

Cassius (Burke) , "To the Freemen of South Carolina," 
p. 11. 
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Among those who took advantage of this occasion to rejoin 

their countrymen was Colonel Charles Pinckney. But shortly 

after his leaving the town, he became sick with fever and 

^ i 65 died. 

There was at Charleston a considerable number of merchants 

who had come there since the British occupation in 1780. hot 

contemplating a recovery of the state by the Americans they 

had imported large quantities of merchandise, much of vh ich 

had been sold to the planters on credit. However, at the time 

the evacuation of Charleston was announced most of the debtors 

were beyond the British lines and those within the town were 

unable to pay. Moreover, the merchants had a considerable stock 

of goods on hand. General Leslie gave those merchants permis¬ 

sion to negotiate for themselves, and in August they made an 

agreement with Governor Matthews by which they were to be al¬ 

lowed to remain in South Carolina for six months after the 

evacuation, during which time they could collect debts and sell 

their goods. These persons were referred to as the British 

merchants and were considered as British subjects. Most of 

them were English and Scotch, though some of them had lived in 

other states prior to coming to South Carolina. Some persons 

who were not technically merchants signed this agreement as 

65 
Petition of Prances Pinckney, widow and executrix of the 

late Charles Pinckney, to the Senate, 1783, (MS, S. C. Hist. 

Com.) 
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a means of avoiding having to leave at the evacuation, but 

former citizens of South Carolina were not allowed to be in¬ 

cluded.65 

The British offered to carry away those who desired or 

were compelled to leave the state. This proved a very great 

task and consumed several months. The first fleet of refugees 

67 
sailed about the middle of October, but it was not until 

December 14 that the last British troops were embarked and the 
0 0 

American army took possession. The evacuation of Charleston 

ended the war in South Carolina but not the Loyalist problem. 

A number of unpardoned persons had remained in the town, trust¬ 

ing to the mercy of the victors. Furthermore, many of those 

departing had hopes of being allowed to return. For several 

years questions connected with the Loyalists were to occupy a 

large share of the attention of the state government. 

Ramsay, Hist, of S. £.,I, 471-472; Leslie to Carleton, 

Aug. 10, 1782, in Am. MSS in Roy. Inst., III, 63; Report to 
Senate of committee respecting the'petitions of British mer¬ 
chants, March 9, 1783, (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 

67 McC.raay, S. 0. in Rev. , 1780-1783, pp. 6‘70-671. 

0 3 
Ramsay, Rev, of S. jC., II, 384-385. 



. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

f ; c ■- < i; 

. • i . • C ‘ o? * 

j. 1 - c ; 1 ■' . . qo.. . •.» i 

. 

. .. . . 

. . . . . ;.‘ 

t : . .• . Ij 

. 

... G . 



CHAPTER VIII 

BRITISH PROPAGANDA 

A. The Congratulatory Addresses and Petitions 

Shortly after the fall of Charleston, an address, signed 

by 210 inhabitants of the town, was presented to General Clin¬ 

ton and Admiral Arbuthnot congratulating them on restoring 

the province to the British Crown.“ This address, which was 

p 
written by Robert Williams, contains an excellent statement 

of what must have been the views of a great many more people 

than those who signed it. It might be regarded as a platform 

for the new Loyalist party which the British hoped to form by 

combining the moderates with the avowed friends of the British 

Government. The principal points, after the opening paragraph 

of congratulation, were (1) that though many people had opposed 

the taxing of America, they had not intended dissolving the 

union with the parent country; (2) that they revered the British 

constitution and regretted that it had been supplanted by a rash 

democracy; (3) that they regretted that no attention had been 

C. 0. 5:99, pp. 631-533; Ramsay, Rev, of 8. £., II, 443- 

445. A list of the signers, compiled from a photostat of the 

original petition, is in The Proceedings of the South Carolina 

Historical Association, 1939, p. 44. 

2 
ALT, LV, 65. 
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paid to the British peace offers. The address also attributed 

the origin of the "doctrine of Independency" to the more north¬ 

ern colonies, a statement evidently made with a view of foster¬ 

ing discord between the Whigs of other colonies and those in 

South Carolina. 

These signers, most of whom had borne arms during the 

siege, were prisoners on parole. Clinton rewarded them with 

an immediate pardon, thereby restoring to them all the rights 

3 
of British subjects. The address was widely circulated by 

the British as proof of their having won the support of a great 

persons many in South Carolina. It was printed in the iTew York 

newspapers with a statement that the signers were "the princi¬ 

pal and most respectable Inhabitants of Charlestown."" This 

statement was partly true, for among the "addressers" were a 

number of prominent persons, such as Gideon Dupont, Jr., Chris¬ 

topher FitzSimons, Paul Hamilton, Isaac Mazyck, and John Wragg. 

On the other hand, the great majority were obscure Scotch mer¬ 

chants . ° 

Cornwallis' victory at Camden was made the occasion for 

a similar address, which was signed by 164 persons. The word¬ 

ing of this second congratulatory address is more extreme than 

° Kamsay, Rev. of S_. _C., II, 118. 

4 
rev/ fork Gazette and Weekly Mercury, June 26, 1780; Royal 

Gazette (New York), June 24, 1780. The lists of "addressers" 

published in these papers are inaccurate. 

MeGrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, p. 536. 
5 
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the one to Clinton. The advance of General Gates v/ith an arm-, 

from the other colonies had frightened the British and Loyal¬ 

ists of South Carolina. The address, therefore, was designed 

to stop all further assistance to South Carolina from Congress, 

by making it appear that most of the people in the state wanted 

no such aid and would regard it as an invasion. The most strik¬ 

ing passage is as follows: 

We cannot but consider the late attempt of Congress to 
subjugate the freemen of this province to their tyranni¬ 
cal domination, an additional proof of their restless 
ambition, and of the wicked machination of the contempt¬ 
ible remains of that expiring faction, who have so re¬ 
cently exercised a despotick and lawless sway over us. . . 

Among the signers were Alexander Garden, James Clitherall, 

7 
and Robert Peronneau. It is probable though not certain that 

the author was Robert Williams. He had been appointed inspec¬ 

tor of the press and wrote nearly all the addresses and peti¬ 

tions in favor of the British which were published at Charleston.^ 

John Wells, the printer of the Royal Gazette, was instrumental 

in securing the signatures for it. Indeed, his book store seems 

to have been the headquarters for all such matters. Others who 

6 
Ramsay, Rev. of S. _C. II, 456-468. 

*7 A complete list of the signers is not available. However, 
list no. 4" of the confiscation act of 1782 contains the names 
of thirteen of them. 

8 
ALT, LV, 50-51, 65. 
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are known to have solicited signatures for this address were 

9 
Alexander Inglis, Robert Philp, and John Davis. 

A third paper of importance was a petition to bear arms 

for the crown. As the organizing of a Loyalist militia in 

Charleston released a number of regular soldiers for service 

in the field, it was said that the example set by this petition 

"had more pernicious effects ... to the Americans than half 

of Cornwallis’ army."^ This petition was published in a 

11 
gazette at Charleston on August 15, but no copy of it can 

now be found. The names of twenty-five of the signers appear 

in list three of the confiscation act. 

In 1781, when the British army in South Carolina was handi¬ 

capped by the lack of cavalry, a public subscription of nearly 

three thousand guineas for equipping troop of horse was made 

12 
by the inhabitants of Charleston. Though this subscription 

cannot be classed as an address or a petition, it was some¬ 

what similar in its effect, serving as propaganda in addition 

to being a device for raising money. The troop of cavalry 

0 See p. 252. 

10 _ 
This statement is probably an exaggeration. It was maae 

by Commodore Gillon during a heated political controversy after 
the war. Gazette of the State of South Carolina (hereinafter 
cited as Gazette of the State of S'. C.), Sept. 9, 1784. 

Ibid. 

RaY/Gon to Cornwallis, June 5, 1781, in Royal Gazette 

(Charleston), Nov. 3, 1781. 
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equipped by means of this fund was one that captured Isaac 

Hayne; hence the Whigs were particularly bitter towards all 

15 
who made contributions to it. 

It is impossible to estimate how much benefit the British 

received from these addresses, but the resentment exhibited 

against the signers by the Whigs indicates that the addresses 

had damaged the American cause in South Carolina. The ”address¬ 

ers" of Clinton and Arbuthnot and the congratulators of Corn¬ 

wallis, sometimes called merely "addressers," became marked 

subjects for punishment. Rutledge excluded them from the bene- 

14 
fit of his proclamation of September 17, 1781. He spoke of 

the signing of the address to Clinton as an "atrocious act" 

and said he did not want any of the "addressers" to join the 

American side. When several of them left Charleston and at- 

e 
tempted to trade at Georgetown and other places hyond the 

British lines, Rutledge then gave orders that they be arrested 

and their property converted to the use of the public. He even 

wrote to Philadelphia requesting the arrest of one Robert 

15 
Patterson, the owner of a small schooner, who had gone there. 

Ho list of the subscribers has been found. However, one 

may have been published, for Commodore Gillon said that the 

list of subscribers to the troop of horse and many other peti¬ 
tions were at hand "as a Doomsday record for the future his¬ 
torian." Gazette of the State of S. C., Sept. 9, 1784. 

Proclamation of Governor John Rutledge, Sept. 27, 1781, 

in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1781-1782, p. 177. 

Governor Rutledge to General Marion, Sept. 2, 1781, ibid., 
pp. 152-135; Governor Rutledge to the delegates of Sou h Caro¬ 
lina in Congress, Oct. 12, 1781, in SCHGM, XVIII (1917 >161-162. 
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A great 'many of the "addressers” v/ere included in the con¬ 

fiscation act of 1782. 

A great deal of pressure was used by the British to ob¬ 

tain signatures to these addresses. This was revealed in 1785 

when some of the signers whose property had been confiscated 

petitioned the General Assembly of South Carolina for relief. 

Thomas Life related the circumstances under which he had 

signed as follows. 

That soon after the Capitulation of Charles Town, a 
Paper was brought to Pet? House by John Wells Printer, 
who having desired pet? to sign it, informed pet? it 
was an Address to S? Henry Clinton and Marriat Arbuth- 
not Esquire, and on pet? refusing to sign it, said 
Wells in a most Violent and threatening manner, de¬ 
clared that pet? should be one of the first Humber 
sent out of Town. 

That your pet? being Intimidated by such Threats and 
being quickly apprehensive that his refusal would be 
represented by said Wells in the most Invidious Terms, 
and pet? be thereby removed from his Family, business 
and Friends, pet? was reduced to the necessity of sign¬ 
ing said Address, for the doing of which he hath been 
Included in the List IT? 2 . . 

A very similar story was related by Patrick Hinds, who said 

that John Wells called him as he (Hinds) was riding through 

King Street and intimidated him into signing the congratula¬ 

tion to Cornwallis, by threatening in the most solemn manner 

17 
to have him banished if he refused. 

16 
Petition of Thomas Life to Senate, 1783 (MS, S. C. Hist. 

Com.) 

^ Petition of Patrick Hinds to Senate, 1783 (MS, j3. <C. 

Hist. Com.) 
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Though absent from Charleston at the time of the signing 

of the address to Clinton, Aaron Loocock's name had been placed 

on the list by a friend. Loocock afterwards signed the con¬ 

gratulation to Cornwallis under the following circumstances. 

He had obtained permission to go to England and was making 

preparations to do so at the time signatures were being soli¬ 

cited. He sought to keep out of the way in order to avoid 

signing, but on the day before his departure, while on the 

street selling his furniture, Alexander Inglis, Robert Philp, 

and John Davis came up to him and assured him that if he did 

not sign the address permission to leave would be cancelled; 

Loocock signed. His subsequent rationalization was that it was 

better to sign and go to England than to remain in Charleston 

18 
and serve in the Dritish militia. 

When William Blake, one of the -wealthiest men in South 

Carolina, refused to contribute to the cavalry fund, John Wells 

let it be known that Blake could expect to receive no favors 

from the British commandant and in addition "would be well dra¬ 

goon'd." Possibly Blake ultimately yielded and made the con¬ 

tribution. At least, the belief that he had done so was one 

of the reasons for his name being placed on the amercement 

19 
list. Blake, however, denied this charge. 

John Chesnut to William Arthur, Peb. 24, 1783 (MS, S. C. 
Hist. Com.) 

On the Amercement, 1783 (MS, S. 19 

Com.) 
Examination C. Hist 
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Some people signed the addresses to get favors. Immedi¬ 

ately after the fall of Charleston, Robert Lindsay found that 

one of his houses and part of another were taken over by the 

British. He said that he signed the address to Clinton and 

on 
Arbuthnot to prevent further treatment of that sort." David 

Bruce, prior to the fall of Charleston, had printed Common 

Sense and other pamphlets favoring the revolution. He admitted 

that he signed the address merely to gain favor with the Brit- 

21 
ish. Thomas Buckle, Senior, had assisted the Revolutionary 

government by bringing powder and arms into South Carolina, 

which made him liable to be sent to England for trial. On the 

capture of Charleston his nephew signed the uncle’s name as 

well as his own to the address to Clinton and Arbuthnot, which 

gave them an immediate pardon. It was well that he did this 

because a few days later Colonel Muncrief discovered that the 

elder Buckle had imported the poY/der and would have sent him 

_ 22 
to England as a prisoner but for the pardon. 

In his famous pamphlet against the confiscation act Aedanus 

Burke explained that in all countries such addresses as the con¬ 

gratulation to Clinton were initiated by a "few designing men, 

and the rest by threats, terror, or a sort of impulse, follow 

20 
Petition of Robert Eindsay, January 20, 1783 (MS, S. C 

Hist. Com.) 

^ Petition of David Bruce, 1783 (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 

22 
Petition of Thomas Buckle, 1783 (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 
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the example." He defined the subscription to the troop of 

horse as merely a device for levying a contribution on the in¬ 

habitants. While some subscribed voluntarily, he did not be¬ 

lieve it was the case with all. Enlarging on this idea, he said: 

. . . the citizen was under the yoke of a tyrant, who 
had a thousand ways of doing him mischief. He had 
favours to ask of British commanders; a restoration 
of indigo, rice, cattle, or other property, was a great 
one that day; and to be purchased only by mortifying 
concessions. To such people the subscribing to British 
Cavalry, was another name for contribution. It was 
done perhaps under the highest necessity and compulsion. 

It seems evident that the signing of one of these addresses 

is not a. proof that the signer felt the sentiments expressed or 

that he was a Loyalist. But similarly a great many people signed 

the Association in 1775 who were not Whigs, and many a man ser¬ 

ved in the American militia who was not in favor of the revolu¬ 

tion. In using threats and favors to obtain lists of names for 

their addresses, the British and Loyalist leaders were but imi¬ 

tating the methods used by the Whigs in carrying through the 

revolution. 

B. The Gazettes 

When the British gained possession of Charleston, John 

Wells, editor of the South Carolina ana American General Gazette 

immediately wrent over to their side and used his paper in sup- 

25 
Cassius j^Aedanus Burke^, To the Freemen of the State of 

South-Carolina, pp. 10, 44-45. 
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port of the royal government. The better to proclaim his poli¬ 

tics, he soon changed the name of his paper to the R07/ajl Gazette. 

There was another paper published in Charleston during the Brit¬ 

ish occupation, the Royal South Carolina Gazette, but it was 

less prominent than Wells’ paper and few copies of it have been 

preserved. These newspapers contain articles, letters to the 

editors, and comments on news items which strongly support every 

measure adopted by the British. But they do more than throw 

light on events happening after the fall of Charleston: they 

reveal for the first time the Loyalist view of such matters as 

the French alliance, the state constitution, payment of debts 

in depreciated currency, and the motives of Revolutionary 

leaders. 

One of the ablest articles was a letter signed "Drusus," 

written in justification of Clinton’s proclamation of June 3. 

Drusus asserted that a man who surrendered on parole should 

take an active part in "settling and securing his Majesty’s 

government and. delivering the country from anarchy” for "he 

cannot possibly have the least right to avail himself of the 

protection of a government, he will not contribute to support, 

however convenient it may be to him to seek an asylum in neu¬ 

trality." The former oath could not serve as an excuse; for 

with the surrender of the capital, the subduing of every appear¬ 

ance of resistance, and the delivering up of the archives, the 

government was totally destroyed. "ho allegiance can possibly 

24 
be due," reasoned Drusus, "when the state doth not exist." 

24 
S. C. and Am. Gen. Gazette, July 26, 1780. 
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A letter signed "Scriblerus Jun." rebuked those who grum¬ 

bled at the inconveniences and losses attending the military 

occupation, saying that their difficulties were but the nec¬ 

essary consequences of measures which the complainers them¬ 

selves, had assisted in and admired. The ill consequences 

arising from the British troops were ''generally acknowledged" 

to have been lighter than was expected. Much of the depreda¬ 

tion was due to slaves, who had always been difficult to con¬ 

trol and were more so for having been "flattered" with having 

25 
arms put in their hands."" The men who were foremost in the 

rebel assembly and in "raising men in the first instance" now 

think it hard usage to be reproached with being the cause of 

all the distresses of the past five years and continually coin- 

plain of the loss of a few barrels of rice; all of which proves 

that "moderate methods sometimes meet with no better return 

than to serve as opportunities for the insatiable malice of 

the disappointed party." In this same style "Scriblerus Jun.t! 

discussed the persecution of the Loyalists under the state 

26 
government and the dishonesty of paper money. 

In an article signed "Homo," the Revolutionary leaders 

v/ere attacked as "factious demagogues" who raised the "unruly 

passions of a giddy multitude" und.er the pretence that they 

25 
Congress in 1779 suggested that Couth Carolina arm the 

slaves. Che Assembly rejected the proposal by a large vote. 

McCrady, _S. C_. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp. 313-314. 

26 
S. n 

u » and Am. Gen. Gazette, July 26, 1780 
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were deprived of the British constitution and then establishes 

a government diametrically opposite in principles. With re¬ 

spect to the constitution of South Carolina and the dictator¬ 

ial powers conferred on Rutledge, 1!Homo11 said: 

In Carolina they established two supreme powers inde¬ 
pendent of each other in the same system and when they 
found this would not do, vested more power In the breast 
of one man, than is possessed by the most despotick 
power in Europe.^ 

The Americans were repeatedly reproached and ridiculed 

for their alliance with France. "The pretended haughty Repub¬ 

lican willingly accepts a commission in the service of an ab¬ 

solute Monarch; and the rigid Puritan bows with becoming humil- 

pO 
ity at the elevation of the Host" is the most quotable ex¬ 

ample of Loyalist sarcasm on this subject. 

The following quotation is from an article printed in New 

York. 

Nothing can equal the hatred that subsists between the 
Carolinians and northern rebels; the former now find that 
they have been abominably cozened by the latter, who were 
in the practice of coming to Charlestown with their 
vessels in ballast, and lading them with indigo, tobacco, 
and rice for their paper dollars, which have long been 
of little value, but are now of no value; so that the 
character of a D . . . or a New England Rebel is equally 
contemptible in Carolina. J 

Ibid., Dec. 30, 1780. 

Royal Gazette (Charleston), Feb. 21, 1781. 

Royal G-azette (New York) , June 24, 1780. 
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No doubt there was resentment in Charleston against the north¬ 

ern states on account of paper money, for, as has been explained, 

the depreciation of the South Carolina currency had been caused 

by the infirm: of Continental money from other states, but such 

resentment was not expressed so frankly as in this New York 

newspaper. It was to the interest of the British to spread in¬ 

formation of that type in the northern states to discourage the 

sending of assistance to South Carolina. 

The cruelties of the partisans to the Loyalist militia was 

the subject of many articles. The most important of these was 

Levi Smith’s Narrative, which told of the hanging without trial 

of several Loyalists who had been captured at the fall of Fort 

Lotte. The purpose of this article in particular was to offset 

the criticism that was being made in England of the execution 

31 
of Colonel Isaac Iiayne. Other atrocity stories asserted that 

the Whig militia used Loyalist prisoners in target practice and 

32 compelled Loyalists to dig their own graves. When Governor 

Rutledge returned to the state, the Royal Gazette warned that 
7 7 

hangings would follow if his authority were reestablished.^0 

The Whigs in the low country who did not take protection 

referred to themselves as the "virtuous few." The expression 

30 

31 

See p. 158. 

Royal Gazette (Charleston), April 17, 1782; see also 
p. 311. 

32 
Ibid., Feb. 20, 1781. 

53 
.» j Ibid Sept. 5, 1781. 
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was taken up by the Loyalist writers, who ironically charged 

that their refusal to become British subjects was motivated 
ry a 

by fear of being obliged to pay their just debts.0 The follow¬ 

ing passage was written at the time of the meeting of the Jack- 

sonborough Assembly. 

Those Inhabitants, who from fear of being obliged to pay 
their debts, or other motives, declined becoming Subjects, 
after the reduction of this Province, and have since re¬ 
turned to it, assume the designation of the Virtuous Pew; 
and as well as the Continental officers and soldiers, 
treat such of their countrymen as had acted otherwise, 
but have since joined them, with the greatest contempt. 
The Scofelites, as these are termed, are however, said 
to constitute a majority of the Assembly. 

As the fortunes of the British declined the Royal G-azette 

sought to check the return to the American side of persons who 

had taken British protection. In answer to the Whig taunts 

that the British at Yorktown had sacrificed the interests of 

the Loyalists and would do likewise at Charleston, a writer 

who styled himself ’’Carolina Loyalist” argued that the idea 

that Charleston would be evacuated was unlikely as the Loyal¬ 

ists would play an important part in the defense of the town 

Ibid., Feb. 23, 1782. The British allowed creditors who 

had been paid in depreciated currency to recover from their 
debtors the difference between the face value of the paper money 
and its actual value at the time the debt was paid. The credi¬ 
tors could recover only from the debtors who had become British 
subjects, for the property of those who were prisoners on parole 
was protected under the articles of the capitulation of Charles¬ 
ton. Ramsay, Rev, of S. £., II, 261-263. 

35 
Royal Gazette (Charleston), Peb. 6, 1782. Scofelite was 

an opprobrious synonym for Loyalist. 
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should it besieged. He further assured the Loyalists that 

should Charleston be abandoned special terms would be obtained 

for them by the British.00 

A humorous device of the editor of the Royal Gazette to 

bolster up the spirits of the British party was to list books 

pretended to have been published. The title of one was ”Topo- 

graphical description of the northern part of South Carolina, 

betwixt Peeaee ana Santee, illustrated with a map wherein are 

accurately delineated all the thickets and swamps in that coun- 

^17 

try, from an actual survey by Brigadier-General Marion.” 

The accounts of news events as published in the Royal 

Gazette are, of course, made as favorable to the British as pos¬ 

sible. The style of the articles and the charges contained in 

them are, also, exaggerated, Though some of the stories of 

atrocities and the attacks on the character of prominent Whigs 

are questionable as history, these must have been relished by 

the British supporters. It can be said that the British had 

an ably edited press in Charleston and that John Wells, pre¬ 

sumably the author of most of the letters and articles signed 

under various pseudonyms, was one of the useful adherents to 

the royal cause in South Carolina. 

Ibid., Dec. 5, 1781. 

57 
Ibid., March 13, 1782. 
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CHAPTER IX 

MILITIA UNDER THE BRITISH 

The fundamental assumption on which the British campaign 

in the South rested was that the interior of South Carolina 

could be defended by militia with a few regular troops, leav¬ 

ing the main army free for operations in North Carolina and 

Virginia. The British made little effort to raise the Loyal¬ 

ists before the capture of Charleston, but Immediately after 

its fall they let it be known that those well affected to the 

royal cause would be expected to bear arms. The general plan 

was to divide the militia into two classes. The men over forty 

and those who had more than three children were to be liable 

only for service at home; all others could be called on to do 

duty for six months each year in either of the Carolinas or in 

Georgia. 

It was Cornwallis’ intention to have a militia composed of 

’’Men either of undoubted attachment to the cause of Great Brit¬ 

ain; or whose behavior has always been moderate." Persons who 

were "notorious^V-?- disaffected" were to be disarmed and in lieu 
*> 

of military service were to be required to furnish horses, wag¬ 

ons and provisions.^ Subsequent directions instructed the 

1 Handbill issued after the surrender of Charleston,reprinted 
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captains of militia to make returns of all the men in their 

company, specifying the age, whether married, and the number 

of children. These returns were to contain three columns. In 

the loyal column were to be "only such as have given proof of 

their attachment to government privately or publickly, & are 

known to have continued under the rebel Government from neces¬ 

sity alone." In the rebel column the captains were to place 

the men who were known "to have acted heartily with the rebels 

from inclination." The third column was for "quiet people," 

and included persons who objected to fighting from principle, 

notably Quakers, Baptists, and Dunkards, as well as those who 

had shown no particular attachment to the rebels but had com¬ 

plied with orders to avoid being punished. Arms were to be 

distributed to the men in the loyal column and to some in the 

quiet column. It was expected that some in the rebel column 

would eventually be allowed to bear arms, but this was consid¬ 

ered a privdlege to be granted only by vote of the loyal mem¬ 

bers of the company. Each captain was expected to make a re¬ 

port on property within the bounds of his company which had 

belonged to the state or to Whigs who had fled, as well as to 

get attested accounts of injuries suffered by Loyalists under 

the Revolutionary government/ 

in Tarleton, Campaign^ pp. 68-70; Cornwallis to Clinton, June 30, 
1780, in Clinlibn-Cornwallis Controversy, I, 221-222. 

2 Ferguson to Cornwallis, July 24, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 162: Directions to the officers commanding the 
militia, July 23/1780, ibid., bundle 2, no157; Fergusonf s 
directions concerning the militia, n. d., ibid., bundle 4, 
no. 220. 
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Before returning to New York General Clinton had appointed 

Major Ferguson as inspector of militia and major commandant of 

3 
the first battalion. in some respects the appointment was a 

good one, for Ferguson had the ability to develop a strong per¬ 

sonal influence among the back country Loyalists. On the other 

hand, he was rash end did not work well with his superiors, in 

particular with Balfour, who as commandant of the post at Ninety 

Six, v/as the one with whom he had the closest contacts. Immed¬ 

iately following the appointment Balfour, in a letter to Corn¬ 

wallis, indicated his disapproval as follows: 

Ferguson1s being with me, I could not parry, more, [sic] 
than guess, how he Clinton came to send him, as it ap¬ 
peared to me, that he had no idea of it, a few hours be¬ 
fore it was ordred [sic] .^ 

Shortly after this Balfour complained that he was hampered by 

the inspector of militia and that Ferguson1 s ” so wild, and 

sanquine” that it would be dangerous nto entrust him with the 

conduct of any plan."1" On another occasion Balfour described 

Clinton’s Instructions to Major Ferguson, May 22, 1780, 
ibid., bundle 2, no. 23; Clinton to Cornwallis, May 20, 1780, 
ibid., bundle 2, no. 20. 

^ Balfour to Cornwallis, May 20, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 21. 

Balfour to Cornwallis, dated !iTuesday--eighteen miles 
from Nelsons ferry,” ibid., bundle 3, no. 7. This letter has 
written on it in pencil ”Aug. 20.” The transcriber called 
attention to the fact that August 20 was Sunday. Evidently it 
was written during Balfour's march to Ninety Six, probably 

May 30. 
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Ferguson as being "capricious, and violent in his whims.”6 

The crux of the difierence between the two men was that 

Ferguson wanted to use the militia for offense and Balfour for 

defense. Ferguson was more desirous of exercising his office 

of major of the first battalion of militia than that of in¬ 

spector. With boyish enthusiasm he expected to drill a select 

group of the militia and invade Worth Carolina. Balfour on 

the other hand wished to use the militia as a means of organ¬ 

izing the people in the interest of the British. He regarded 

it as the ”gaining of the country.” He wished Ferguson to 

devote his time to forming all the battalions instead of em¬ 

bodying and training those between the Saluda and -Broad. On 

one occasion Balfour wrote !I have got Ferguson back after 

having satisfyd sicj himself, with manoeuvring the militia 

to his Whistle, and shall not allow to him to be still un- 

til the militia is formed.” Balfour’s personality may have 

Balfour to Cornwallis, June 24, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 95. 

7 
Balfour to Cornwallis, June 27, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 

no. 97; Balfour to Cornwallis, July 4, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 115; Balfour to Cornwallis, June 6, 1780,““ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 47. At the very start Balfour had said ”The idea of get¬ 
ting a militia, to take arms and join you imediately [sicj, 
is to me a very extraordinary one--as far as I am able to 
judge, the disarming the present militia in the first place, 
and new modelling their Officers, are the first necessary 
steps, a. centrical place must be fixed upon, to do both, and 
if then it appears, likely, to succeed, they might be assembled, 
and regulated, with orders to meet at all times of danger, 
when called upon, at stated periods &c-.” Balfour to Corn¬ 
wallis, Tuesday--eighteen miles from Nelsons ferry, ibid., 
bundle 3, no. 7, For date see footnote 5. 
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been partly to blanie for this friction,'1 but the soundness 

of his criticism was borne out by the disaster which befell 

Ferguson. 

In organizing the militia the British determined to use the 

same regimental districts that had existed under the state 

government. At first Cornwallis used the term battalion in¬ 

stead of regiment and did not appoint any officers higher than 

major. lie soon changed and gave them the title of lieutenant 

colonel because it carried greater prestige with the people. 

The British had quite a number of commissions to bestow on 

their adherents and it was a valuable patronage. But they met 

one difficulty, the lack of eligible men to command their 

militia regiments. They could find captains, but nearly all 

of the men with the influence and other qualifications suit¬ 

able for the rank of colonel or major had participated in the 

revolution. 

The most populous part of South Carolina and the part con¬ 

taining the largest Loyalist element was Ninety Six District. 

Naturally it was here that the organization of the militia re¬ 

ceived the greatest attention. There were seven regiments, or 

battalions as the British terimed them, in this district, and 

the officers selected to command them were Robert Cunningham, 

G Ramsay said that Balfour was T!an haughty and imperious 
officer” (hist. o£ S. £., I, 390-392), so Balfour may have 

been at fault. Certainly Balfour’s letters are filled with 
criticisms of many officers. 

e/ 

® Cornwallis to Rawdon, June 29, 1780, Cornwallis Corre¬ 
spondence, I, 49. 
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Hoses Kirkland, Zachariah Gibbs, Daniel Plummer, Daniel Clary, 

Richard King, and John Hamilton. No introduction is necessary 

for the first three of these men for their previous careers 

have already been related.10 Daniel Plummer in 1775 was a 

captain in Fletchall's regiment. Tennent made a vain effort 

to win him over to the Revolutionary cause. Daniel Clary, 

likewise, had been a member of Fletchall's party in 1775. He 

was a man of good character and had the respect even of his 

1° 
enemies. Richard King had come to South Carolina in 1763; 

his previous history is not known. He was a Loyalist from 

the beginning of the war, for in 1776 he entered into a corre¬ 

spondence with Cameron the Indian agent, advocating a plan for 

bringing in British troops through the Indian country from Pen¬ 

sacola. His letter shows him to have been a man of education 

13 
and one who kept himself informed on European affairs. John 

Hamilton was an Irishman who came to New York in 1767 and to 

Charleston in 1772. There he had engaged in trade. In 1776 

he moved to a plantation a few miles from Ninety Six courthouse 

to avoid taking part in the revolution. He took the state oath 

See pp. 97-130,188-189. 

11 Ferment’s Journal, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1764-1776, 
p. 230; Richardson to Laurens, Dec. 16, 1775, ibid., p. 241. 

12 
List of prisoners sent to Charleston, ibid., p. 250; 

Lyman C. Draper, King1s Mountain end Its Heroes, p. 109. 

13 

1776, 
ALT, VIII, 66-67; LV, 122-132; 
C. 0. 5:94, pp. 95-104. 

King to Cameron, June 18, 
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and performed some military duty, but never fought against the 

British and paid some fines for not serving. On the news of 

the fall of Charleston, he was among the Loyalists who embodied 

and began disarming Whigs prior to the arrival of the British 

14 
troops. 

In the summer of 1775, the British were optimistic with 

respect to the Ninety Six militia. Cornwallis wrote Lord Ger¬ 

main that the seven battalions contained over four thousand 

men who were "well affected to the British Government,n and 

that fifteen hundred of them could be called out for the de- 

15 
fense of the frontier on short notice. However, Ferguson 

admitted that some of the captains either from timidity or from 

a desire to show a large number of men had enrolled improper 

persons. Moreover, the Whig element was dominant in the two 

regiments along the Savannah River, the two which had formerly 

been commanded by Pickens and Hammond. The British also en¬ 

countered difficulty in making the men turn out when summoned. 

To remedy this regulations were made that any man who refused 

to serve or who disobeyed orders should forfeit his horses, 

cattle, and grain for the use of those who would defend the 

17 
country. 

ALT, LIII, 127-146. 

15 Cornwallis to Germain, Aug. 20, 1780, in Clinton-Corn- 
wallis Controversy, 1, 242-243. 

1 c 
Ferguson to Cornwallis, July 24, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 162. 

17 A paner containing these regulations and signed by the 
various colonels of militia was found, on the body of a Loyal¬ 
ist officer after the Battle of King’s Mountain. James G. ... 
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Tlie organization of the militia was interrupted by the 

second revolution. Even before the organization had started, 

the defeat of the North Carolina Loyalists at Ramseur's Mill 

had made those of South Carolina fear an invasion from that 

1 P 
quarter. This fear was well founded, for by the middle of 

July parties of Whigs were plundering the upper part of the 

fork between Saluda and Broad rivers. Balfour, fearing the 

militia would allow the country to be laid waste, advanced 

with some troops to ”support the shaking faith of the newly 

19 
adopted loyalists.1 " It became evident at this time that 

the Loyalist militia could not defend the country. Ferguson 

told Cornwallis that the frontier must be covered or the Brit¬ 

ish would lose credit with their friends and "every hesitat- 

20 
ing man" would rise against them. ' With the advance of Gates 

into South Carolina the spirit of the Whigs rose. On August 19 

a party of between four and five hundred British, about half 

of which v/ere regular troops, met defeat at Musgrove’s Fill. 

Ramsey, The Annals of Tennessee to the End of the Eighteenth 
Century . . . , pp. 216-217. 

] o _ 
Balfour to Cornwallis, June 24, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 95. 

Balfour to Cornwallis, July 20, 1730, ibid, bundle 2, 
no. 144. In this letter Balfour also said: -"'rI find the enemy 
exerting themselves, wonderfuly |sib] and successfully in 
stirring up the people, many that had. protections have already 
joined them and a very great number are ready at the smallest 
reverse of our fortune . . .n 

20 
Ferguson to Cornwallis, July 20, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 

no. 150. 
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The Loyalist militia on this occasion was commanded by Major 

Daniel Clary and behaved in a creditable manner. The effect 

of this defeat was nullified by the news of the rout of (rates' 

array at Camden on August 15, and the country was free of Whig 

parties for a while. 

Among the militia drilled by Ferguson was a group from 

North Carolina under Colonel Ambrose Mills. They had embodied 

and marched into South Carolina sometime prior to the middle 

22 
of June.~' Early in July Ferguson seems to have had a desire 

to march into North Carolina, which possibly was due to the 

influence of Colonel Mills. Cornwallis had not expected to 

use South Carolina militia in the invasion of North Carolina, 

24 
as he thought them lacking in discipline. However, after 

the Battle of Camden, he gave Ferguson permission to make an 

25 
expedition." 

McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp. 688-698; Draper, 

King's Mountain and Its Heroes, pp. 105-115. 

Innes to Cornwallis, June 14, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 73. 

Balfour to Cornwallis , June 27, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 97. 

24 Cornwallis to Clinton, July 14, 1780, in Glinton-Oorn- 
wallis Controversy, I, 232-233. 

25 Cornwallis said in regard to this expedition: "Ferguson 
is to move into Tryon County with some Militia, whom he says 
He is sure he can depend, upon for doing their Duty and fight¬ 
ing well; but I am sorry to say that his own Experience as 
well as that of every other Officer is totally against him.'* 
Cornv/allis to Clinton, Aug. 29, 1780, ibid., i, 263. 
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The details of this fatal expedition have been related so 

9c 
often that only those pertaining to the South Carolina Loyal¬ 

ists are repeated here. In brief, Ferguson went to Gilbert 

Town, Forth Carolina, and on his return his entire force was 

killed or captured at King’s Mountain. He himself lost his 

life. To the credit of the militia it can be said that they 

fought bravely. In the end, however, the insufficiency of 

their training caused them to be thrown into disorder. Out 

of the eight hundred Loyalist militia at the battle, three 

hundred and twenty are supposed to have been from South Caro¬ 

lina. 27 Ferguson had furloughed many of his militia while at 

Gilbert Town. 
23 

Major Plummer was the only one of the seven 

battalio'n commanders from ninety Six District who was pres- 

oo 30 
entU^ A hundred men from his regiment were with him. He 

suffered a severe wound which ended his active military ca¬ 

reer. Colonels Hamilton02 and Gibbs participated in the 

26 This battle is treated at length in Draper, King’s Moun¬ 
tain and Its Heroes; also see McCrady, S_. _C* in lev., 1775- 

1730, pp. 776-305. 

27 

28 

29 

Draper, King’s Mountain and Its Heroes, pp. 293. 

McCrady, S. C. in Rev. 1775-1730, pp. 776-777. 

Draper, King’s Mountain and Its Heroes, pp. 276, 294. 

Major Zachariah Gibbs lo Cornwallis, Oct. 12, 1730, Corn¬ 

wallis Papers, bundle 5, no. 76. 

31 

32 

Jones, The Journal of Alexander Chesney, p. 89. 

ALT, LIU, 135. 
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march to Gilbert Town but had been sent home to raise another 

draft. A hundred men from Gibbs' Battalion, however, took 
•7 *7 

part in the battle.00 

The Battle of King's Mountain is considered the turning 

point of the war in the South. It made Cornwallis postpone 

for over three months the invasion of North Carolina, and it 

destroyed the confidence of the Loyalists in the British. 

Cornwallis said: 

The militia of the latter [Ninety Six District], on which 
alone we could place the smallest dependence was so to¬ 
tally disheartened by the defeat of Ferguson, that of that 
whole District we could with difficulty assemble one hun¬ 
dred, and even those I am convinced would not have made 
the smallest resistance if they had been Attacked 3^ 

The Loyalists of North Carolina became afraid to join the Brit- 

35 
ish and revolt was encouraged in the eastern part of South 

Carolina.3o 

The most immediate effect was felt in Ninety Six District. 

The Loyalists in Gibbs' and Plummer's regimental districts 

fled. They were the ones most exposed to the ravages of the 

Major Zachariah Cibbs to Cornwallis, Oct. 12, 1780, Corn¬ 
wallis Papers, bundle 3, no. 76. 

34 Cornwallis to Clinton, Dec. 3, 1780, in Clint on- C o rnwallis 
Controversy, I, 303. 

55 Charles Stedman, The History of the Origin, Progress, and 
Termination of the American Par (hereinafter cited as Stedman, 

American War), II, 257. 

36 
Tarleton, Campaigns, p. 171 
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mountain men and other bands of Whigs. Furthermore, they 

were wearied and disgusted with constant militia service. 

The plight O.L the Loyalists is most vividly shown in the words 

of Major Zachariah Gibbs: 

. . • the Summer has been Little Else but Merching an 
Countermerching [sic] never tv/o days Calm space to 
mind our farms or any Domestick Comfort--! had my 
dwelling houses burnt on two plantation my property 
of every kind taken even to a Spoon ... 

. . . I think from Every Circumstance and it is the 
General Opinion of the most Experienc'd men that the 
Militia cannot hold the back Country as Long as Hol¬ 
stein’s River Nolachuckky and the Western Water People 
remain TJnconquer’d^.J 37 

Robert Cunningham advised his relatives to remove. and colo¬ 

nel Cruger, then commanding at Ninety Six, wrote Cornwallis 

that the whole district had determined to submit if the enemy 

entered. '~>J 

Moses Kirkland, whose regimental district lay south of 

the Saluda River, crossed over into Cunningham’s area and 

built a fort at Williams' plantation. He could get only 115 

men from his own regiment and these came from four companies. 

Colonels King and Clary would not assist him, nor would Cun¬ 

ningham's men. Kirkland said that the rebel party, both par¬ 

ole and protection men, intended a revolt; and that the friends 

Gibbs to Cornwallis, Oct. 12, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 5, no. 76. 

38 
Kirkland to Cornwallis, Nov. 25, 1780, ibid., bundle 4, 

no. 104. 

59 
Rawdon to Clinton, Dec. 3, 1780, Clinton-Cornwallis Con¬ 

troversy, I, 303. 
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of government, thinking resistance useless, were inclined 

ei bher to nine in cne swamps or to make terms# There were 

two thousand men living sufficiently close to the fort to 

assist in its defense, but even those who were firm Loyalists 

were afraid to join him for fear the fort would be besieged. 

This is quite understandable, as the stockade was made of 

40 
rotten rails. Cornwallis called the militia pusillanimous 

and said that he had lost all compassion for them since they 

41 
allowed themselves to be plundered,‘ but, as Kirkland said, 

reh4a.x of t j. e 

it was theABritish which enabled the Whigs to take possession 

of all the country north of the Enoree.42 

To remedy the situation Balfour and Cruger suggested that 

a body of five hundred militia be raised to serve continuously 

for nine months or longer. Moses Kirkland was to have nominal 

Kirkland to Cornwallis, Nov. 8, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 4, no. 31; Kirkland to Cornwallis, Nov. 10, 1780, ibid., 

bundle 4, no. 41; Kirkland to Cornwallis, Oct. 31, 1780, ibid., 
bundle 3, no. 145; Kirkland to Cornwallis, Nov. 12, 1780, 
ibid., bundle 4, no. 54. 

44 Cornwallis-’ vsords are 'The accounts I received from 
Colonel Kirkland of the supineness and pusillanimity of our 
militia, take off all my compassion for their sufferings. If 
they allow themselves to be plundered and their families ruined, 
by a banditti not one-third of their numbers, there is no pos¬ 
sibility of our protecting them. I hope and trust that Colo- M 
nel Kirkland exaggerates their demerits to raise his own merits. 
Cornwallis to Cruger, Nov. 11, 1780, in Cornwallis Correspon- 
ence, I, 68. 

42 Kirkland said, 11 your Lordships Removing so Low Dovn in 
the Cuntry hath Verry much Desperuted his Majestys Subjects 
and imboldens the Rebels . . .M Kirkland to Cornwallis, Oct. 
31, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, bundle 3, no. 143. 
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command of this corps, though in the field it was to be di¬ 

rected by officers of the regular army. Balfour and Cruger 

hoped thus to obtain a dependable force which would be ready 

for duty at all times. The plan was agreeable to the militia, 

as they were eager for the pay and for the arms and clothing 

which were to be furnished by the British. Cornwallis, how- 

43 
ever, opposed the plan." Instead he decided to place all the 

militia of Ninety Six District under Robert Cunningham, who 

was given the rank of brigadier general. Cornwallis also sent 

Tarleton and his cavalry into that part of the country, there¬ 

by giving the Loyalists protection for a time. The appoint¬ 

ment of Robert Cunningham as brigadier general was not made 

without opposition, for Cruger preferred Moses Kirkland for 

44 
the position. Moreover, a petition that Kirkland be ap¬ 

pointed was signed by most of the captains of Cunningham’s 

regiment. Even Patrick Cunningham, Robert’s brother, signed 

this petition. The objection to Robert Cunningham was that 

he had made no attempt to oppose the Yfnig plundering parties, 

but instead had advised his friends and relatives to move their 

property to the lower part of South Carolina or Georgia. 

43 Balfour to Cornwallis, Oct. 2S, 1780, ibid., bundle 3, 
no. 123; Cruger to Balfour, Oct. 24, 1780, ibid., bundle 3, 
no. 124; Rawdon to Balfour, Oct. 31, 1780, ibid., bundle 3, 

no. 136. 

4j- Cruger to Balfour, Oct. 24, 1780, ibid., bundle o, no.^ 
124; Cruger to Balfour, Nov. 14, 1780, iold., bundle 4, no. 59,. 

45 Remonstrance of the Militia of Ninety Six District to 
Cornwallis, Nov. 8, 1780, ibid., bundle 4, no. 56. 
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Kirkland, as a senior officer, bitterly resented having Cun¬ 

ningham placed above him. He wrote a reproachful letter to 

Cornwallis, resigned his commission, and went to Savannah, 

46 
thereby ending his career as a Loyalist leader. 

Though the British were thereafter able to collect several 

hundred Loyalists as the occasion required, they never had an 

opportunity of organizing the people of Ninety Six District 

into a dependable militia. At the time of the siege of Nine¬ 

ty Six in 1781 the Loyalists rendered valuable service. Cun¬ 

ningham’s men first assisted in provisioning the garrison and 

47 
then dispersed into small groups to harass the Americans. 

A party of two hundred men under Colonel King remained in the 

fort despite Cruger’s permission to leave. A British writer 

has praised them highly for their courage, saying that they 

48 
could have expected no quarters had the fort fallen. An 

American historian has answered that the Loyalists, knowing! 

that communication with Charleston was severed, were afraid 

49 
to leave the shelter of the fort. In any event, they rendered 

48 Kirkland to Cornwallis, Nov. 25, 1780, ibid., bundle 4, 

no. 104; ALT, LVII, 333. 

47 
Johnson, Life of Greene, II, 141. 

48 Roderick Mackenzie, Strictures on Col. Tarleton’s His¬ 

tory . . . (hereinafter cited as Mackenzie, Strictures pp. 

144-145. 

Johnson, Life of Greene, II, 139. 
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valuable assistance during the siege as marksmen. Among their 

victims was a brother of G-eneral Andrew Pickens.50 

The most spectacular exploits of the Loyalist militia oc¬ 

curred after the evacuation of Ninety Six District. Though 

forced to remove their families to the vicinity of Charleston 

many of the Loyalists took revenge on their enemies by making 

raids. It was at this time that Major William "Bloody Bill" 

Cunningham acquired his fame or notoriety. Another success¬ 

ful leader was Major Hezekiah Williams.51 All the Loyalist 

militia were nominally under the leadership of General Robert 

Cunningham, but he does not seem personally to have taken part 

in these raids. 

Orangeburg was another section with a large Loyalist ele¬ 

ment. The militia there was the first to be organized by the 

British and had taken the form of a voluntary association. The 

members rejected a number of persons who wished to join, con- 

52 
sidering them of doubtful loyalty. The man chosen for Colo¬ 

nel was John Fisher, who formerly had been sheriff of that 

r* 

district^0 Among those who served as captains were Christian 

House, Henry Geissendanner, Joseph Noble, Samuel Rowe, Thomas 

o0 Mackenzie, Strictures, p. 151; Andrew L. Pickens, Skya- 

gunsta, the Border Wizard Owl, Major General Andrew Pickens..., 

p. 162. 

51 
McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1780-1785, pp. 434-435, 476-477. 

See above, pp. 202-203. 
52 

53 
ALT, LV, 5-7. 
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Pledger, Daniel Ivelly, L. Stromer, Elias Buckingham, and John 

54 
Sally. Whether these all served at one time is not known. 

Samuel Rowe and John Sally had been members of the General As¬ 

sembly but were considered by the inhabitants as friends of 

55 
the British government. 

Orangeburg District was free from the ravages of war dur¬ 

ing 17S0 and part of 1781. The militia was used by the Brit¬ 

ish to guard the ferries on the Santee and at times men were 

sent to the British post at the Congarees. After the Battle 

of Camden, Cornwallis directed Colonel Fisher to establish a 

post at Orangeburg, which was done. This post was held until 

May, 1781, when it was captured by Sumter. Colonel Fisher was 

sent as a prisoner to Charleston.'' Many men, including Cap¬ 

tain Rowe, were made to join the Americans but in a month 

again changed sides when Rawdon marched to the relief of ninety 

„. 57 
Six. 

After the Battle of Sueaw, the Continental army retired 

across the Santee, and the British army took up summer quar¬ 

ters at monks Corner. Orangeburg was held by the Loyal mili¬ 

tia and many of the Loyalists from ninety Six leased planta¬ 

tions there. It was the boast of the Loyal inhabitants that 

54 
Jones, The Journal of Alexander Chesney, p. 114. 

55 
Ferguson to Cornwall!s, June 14, 1780, Corn?/allis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 71. 

^ ALT, LV, 7; Balfour to Cornwallis, Dec. 26, 1780, Corn¬ 
wallis Papers, bundle 4, no. 200. 

57 
"Levi Smith’s Narrative," in Royal Gazette (Charleston), 

April 17, 1782. 



, 1 t :. . , . ;j 

. 

. 

- 

r * ' ' . 1. : L el . Ox . j 

. L ; 1 os i: 

ic .. ai 

. 
. 

- . 

. 

. 

, r:. 

. .. . . o I 

. 

t : ?. 

. 

. 

, 

. 1 • 

' , \ . 

t : 



278 

they would defend themselves from the American, militia if 

the British would but hold off the Continental army. In Nov¬ 

ember the British withdrew to within a few miles of Charles¬ 

ton, and Sumter made an expedition against Orangeburg. The 

Loyalists under Major Geissendanner routed one party of Sum¬ 

ter's men. Not receiving aid from the British, Geissendanner 

and some of his men surrendered. Others kept up the struggle 

and for some time Orangeburg became the scene of an interne¬ 

cine strife in which the men on both sides dared not sleep in 

their houses. Some Loyalists held out until the summer of 

SR 
1782. 

A number of militia battalions were organized in Camden 

District, but Cornwallis admitted that they were "in general 

weak, or not much to be relied upon for their fidelity.” it 

was here that Cornwallis had two bitter experiences with mili¬ 

tia. 

The regimental district which Colonel Neale had commanded 

under the state government was given to Mathew Floyd. He was 

a native of Ireland who had lived in Pennsylvania and North 

Carolina before settling in South Carolina. At the outbreak 

of the Revolution he was a justice of the peace and a captain 

of militia. He took part in the attack on Ninety Six in that 

cr p 
Gregorie, Thomas Suiter, pp 

Gray's Observations on the War in 

152-155. 

59 
Cornwallis to Germain, Aug. 

wallis Controversy, I, 245. 

189-195; 

Carolina, 

20, 1780, 

"Colonel Robert 

in SCHCM, II, (1001) 

in Clinton-Corn- 
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year and was the person chosen by the Loyalists to communicate 

with Governor Campbell. He had suffered imprisonment in the 

latter part of that year but on being released seems to have 

quietly submitted to the Revolutionary government until the 

fall of Charleston. Then he brought a party of men to join 

60 
the British. The commission of colonel was his reward. 

One of the officers appointed to serve under Floyd was 

John Lisles, who had been a militia officer under the Revo¬ 

lutionary government, Cornwallis had at first sent him to the 

sea islands, but on his taking the oath of allegiance to the 

king he had been allowed to return home and had been given a 

commission in the Loyalist militia. After arms and ammunition 

had been furnished his men, he carried off a large group to 

61 
join Colonel Heale, who was with Sumter, The British com¬ 

mander hinged some of these men and spoke bitterly of their 

treachery. lie seems to have overlooked the facts that this 

regiment was the one most exposed to Sumter’s forces and was 

not protected by British posts. In July, 1780, all except 

about sixty of the men in Floyd’s regiment joined the higo 
62 

60 
ALT, LIV, 478; Turnbull to Cornwallis, June 16, 1780, 

Cornwallis Papers, bundle 2, no. 81. 

61 
stedman, American War, II, 222-223. 

62 Ferguson to Cornwallis, July 20, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 150. 

a c? 
0.0 

John Rutledge, John Lewis Gervais, and Daniel Huger spent 
the night at Clermont, the plantation of Henry Rugeley, on 
their flight to Forth Carolina after the fall of Charleston. 
Learning of the approach of Ts.rleton, Rugeley awakened, his 
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The regiment in the region immediately around Camden was 

placed under the command of Henry Hugeley. He was an English¬ 

man and from the beginning of the war was known to have Loyal¬ 

ist sentiments. Yet he had retained the respect of the .higs 

and had rendered a great service to Governor Rutledge just be¬ 

fore the arrival of the British at Camden.63 At the end of 

the war, in seeking relief from confiscation, he pleaded that 

his taking the commission under the British was at the request 

of the inhabitants to prevent its being given to some person 

64 
who would oppress them. The British had confidence in him 

and called on him to use his influence in getting people out¬ 

side of his regiment to assist in the establishment of peace 

65 
and order. But Rugeley came to grief as a militia officer. 

He had converted a log barn at one of his plantations into a 

fort. Loop holes had been cut out and a platform erected with¬ 

in for an upper tier of muskets. Around the outside earth had 

been piled and an abatis constructed. It was considered irn- 

66 
pregnable to the attack of any force not supplied with artillery. 

guests and thus gave them time to escape. James, Life of Mar¬ 
ion, p. 33. There is some reason to believe Rutledge attempted 
to correspond with Rugeley in July, 1780, just before the bat¬ 
tle of Camden. Rawdon to Corn?/allis, July 27, 1780, Cornwallis 
Papers, bundle 2, no. 167. 

64 Petition of Henry Rugeley to the House of Representatives, 
1783, (MS, S. C. Hist.’ Com.) 

65 Rawdon to Cornwallis, June 11, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 61; Major Doyle to Capt. Ross, July 12, 1780, 
ibid., bundle 2, no. 129. 

66 Rawdon to Cornwallis, Dec. 2, 1780, ibid., bundle 4, no. 
135. 
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nevertheless Hugeley was advised by Rawdon, who commanded 

at Camden, to retreat rather than run the risk of capture if 

attacked by a strong force. In December a party of Conti¬ 

nentals under Morgan and Colonel William Washington summoned 

Hugeley to surrender. At first he refused, as he had been 

informed by a deserter that the attackers had no artillery. 

Colonel Washington then mounted logs on wagon wheels, and 

Hugeley, being deceived into thinking them cannon, surrend- 

G3 

ered with 103 men without firing a shot. 
69 

This humiliating 

though very natural mistake destroyed Rugeley's hopes of 

70 
being made brigadier general of the Camden militia. 

Another colonel was James Carey. He was a native of Amer¬ 

ica T/ho had settled in South Carolina near Camden about 1768. 

He was a comparatively wealthy man for that part of the state 

owning forty-two slaves and many tracts of land. He reluc¬ 

tantly submitted to the Revolutionary government, paid sev¬ 

eral fines for refusing to bear arms, and joined the British 

as soon as Charleston fell. The regimental district given him 

was located in the fork between the Wateree and Congaree and 

under the Whig government had been commanded by Colonel Goodwyn. 

° Rawdon to Cornwallis, Dec. 6, 1780, ibid., bundle 4, 

no. 144. 

Rawdon to Cornwallis, Dec. 1, 1780, ibid., bundle 4, 
no. 131. 

69 McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1780-1785, p. 12; Cornwallis to 
Rawdon, Dec. 3, T78U, Tn TTornYiraTTfs-Torrespondence, I, 72. 

70 
Tarleton, Campaigns, p 205 
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The British regarded it as one of the regiments disaffected 

to them. Little has been recorded about the military ser¬ 

vices of Colonel Carey except that he and a party of his men 

71 
were captured by Sumter at W&teree Perry in August, 1780, 

and that he retired to Charleston with the British in the sum- 

72 
mer of 1731. 

One of the most dependable of the Loyalist colonels was 

John Philips. Balfour said that Cornwallis placed more con¬ 

fidence in Colonel Philips than in any other Loyalist in Cam¬ 

den District. lie was in several engagements and in January, 

1781, was captured and carried to North Carolina. He was ex¬ 

changed and retreated with the British when Camden was evac¬ 

uated. In June, 1780, his regiment comprised nominally be- 

73 
tween five and six hundred men. But in 1782 there were 

74 
only two companies serving under him. The settlement at 

Jackson Creek seems to have been predominantly Loyalist, but 

in general Philips' regimental district was not. 

The regiment nearest North Carolina and east of the Cat¬ 

awba was placed under the command of Colonel William Vernon 

Gregorie, Thomas Sumter, p. 99. 

72 ALT, XXVI, 75-76; Ontario Archives, pp. 646-649. 

73 
ALT, LIT, 267-289. 

74 
Jones, The Journal of Alexander Chesney, p. 114 
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Turner, a surgeon living at Camden. Most of the inhabitants 

in his regiment joined the Americans in July, 1780. ' Colo¬ 

nel Turner himself was suspended from his command in Septem¬ 

ber, 1780, for going to Charleston to market tobacco without 

76 
notifying the British officer in command. Evidently he was 

reinstated, for he was among the militia officers receiving 

77 
pay in 1/782. 

That part of Camden District between the High Hills of 

Santee, Nelson*s Ferry, and Williamsburg Town was strongly 

Whig, and apparently the British did not organize a militia 

there until the fall of 1730. Samuel Tynes was made colonel, 

and some of the other officers were Major Bromfield, Captain 

William Bees, and Benjamin Rees. Isham Moore, who at the out¬ 

break of the Revolution had been a Whig and a member of a 

volunteer company, also acted in the British interest, but 

it is uncertain whether he held a commission or not. In 

October Colonel. Tynes called on the inhabitants of what is 

today Lee County to do militia duty and held a muster at Tar- 
O-f /Pii/e.'T 

cote in the fork Black. There he was surprised by Marion, 

with the result that his men dispersed and their arms and 

horses were captured. A few days later Marion sent a party 

to Tynes’ plantation at the High Hills of Santee and sent him 

75 
Rawdon to Cornwallis, July 7, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 117. 

75 
Turnbull to Cornwallis, Oct. 1, 1780, ibid., bundle 3, 

no. 53. 

77 
Jones, The Journal of Alexander Chesney, p. 115. 
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along with several of Ills officers as prisoners to North Caro- 

78 
lina. A general revolt against the British followed, which 

was very serious as it threatened the communication between 

Charleston and Camden. Tarleton then marched into this region, 

and after burning many houses offered a pardon to all who would 

return to the British side. A great many men came out of the 

79 
swamps and took advantage of this pardon. Among them was 

William Richbourg, one of Marion’s captains. As soon as the 

British troops left, Marion’s men punished Richbourg and Isham 

Moore by plundering their plantations. British troops were 

again sent in and the militia reorganized. The British tried 

to get the people to regard Marion as a freebooter, forget the 

original issues of the war, and form a militia for their own 

defense. Isham Moore agreed to be colonel but later offered 

to give that place to Henry Richbourg, whom the British officers 

thought an abler man than Marion and equally popular. Mean¬ 

while Tynes had escarped from North Carolina and agreed to serve 

as lieutenant colonel. In December, 1780, Rawdon expressed 

the belief that if Marion could be forced to retire, the people 

of the High Hills of Santee would support the British, not from 

80 
attachment but from weariness of the long disquiet. 

James, Life of Marion, pp. 60-61. 

,<tJ Tarleton to Cornwallis, Nov. 11, 1780, Cornwallis iapers, 
bundle 4, no. 49, 

80 This is based on letters of Tarleton, Rawdon,and Captain 
John Coffin in November and December, 178®, ibid., bundle 4, 
nos. 29, 49, 85, 93, 95, 101, 106, 111, 138, 145, 146, 143, 
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Fur trier details are lacking but there is no evidence that the 

British ever obtained a dependable militia in this section. 

In 1781, when Camden was evacuated, Isham Moore obtained a 

81 
pardon from Marion. 

There were other colonels of militia from Camden District, 

but it is not certain at what time they were appointed. In 

1782 the First and Second Camden regiments of militia were 

commanded by Colonels Robert English and William Ballentine 

respectively. There were ten companies in these two regi¬ 

ments, the captains being Adam Thompson, Joshua English, Hugh 

Smith, Michael Egan, Joseph Holt, John Robinson, Jasper Rogers, 

Op 
James McCulloch, C-eorge Platt, and Abraham Cook. This 'was, 

of course, after the British had withdrawn to Charleston, and 

these regiments consisted of refugees. 

The militia for Che raw District was organized by Major 

McArthur, who established a post in that region in June, 1780. 

158, 159, 167, 170, 176. Rawdon had a plan for raising a spec¬ 
ial. corps under I sham Moore to serve only in defense of this 
region. The men were to be enlisted for six months and to re 
ceive pay and clothing. Rawdon admitted that little service 
could be obtained from them, but thought that they would at 
least be kept from serving against the British and persons of 
influence would be induced to become officers, thus securing 
the lead.ers in the British interest. See particularly nos. 
145 and 146. Whether Cornwallis approved this plan is not 
known. However, he had opposed a similar plan in Ninety Six 
District. See pp. 273-274. 

Petition to Senate in favor of Isham Moore, 1783, (MS, 
S. C. Hist. Com.) 

pp 
u" Jones, The Journal of Alexander Chesney, p. 114. There 

is reason to think Ballentine was from the Dutch Fork, for he 
signs his name with the title Lt. Col. Dutch Fork. C. 0. 
5:82, 595. It is possible that he is the same as the William 
Valentine, of Camden, named in list 5 of the confiscation act. 
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He reported that the people were desirous of forming a mili¬ 

tia to prevent being plundered by a banditti that was robbing 

83 
indiscriminately. he selected as field officers Colonel 

William Henry Mills, Lieutenant Colonel Robert Gray, and Major 

Palmer. The first of these had come to America as a surgeon 

mate in the Forty-Sixth Regiment during the French and Indian 

war. In 1764 he settled in South Carolina and acquired a con¬ 

siderable amount of property. His influence is shown by the 

fact that he was sheriff of Cheraw District. At the outbreak 

of the Revolution he left the state for a while but returned 

84 85 
in 1778.° Robert Gray is described as a Scotch gentleman.'" 

He undoubtedly was a man of education and intelligence, for 

in 1782 he wrote a very clear and readable analysis of the 

war in South Carolina.Palmer is described as na moderate 

Tory from near Pon Pon” who had resided for some time in 

Che raw Di s trie t. 

85 McArthur to Cornwallis, June 13, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 69. 

R4 
Ibid., ALT, LVII, 80-81. 

8^ 
McArthur to Cornwallis, June 18, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 84. 

86 He was the author of nColonel Robert Gray's Observations 
on the War in Carolina,” SCHGM, XI (T9103), 159-159. 

87 McArthur to Cornwallis, June 18, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 84. Little else is known about him. He did 
not present a claim for losses to the British government nor 
is his name mentioned in the confiscation act. However, the 
commissioners of confiscated estates in 1786 sold a^ uract o± 

land on Chehaw in Colleton which had belonged to John Palmer. 
Deed (MS, Charleston County Court House), V, 5, p. 244. 
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In July the British abandoned the post at Cheraw Hill, 

partly because many of the soldiers became sick and also be¬ 

cause it was considered too exposed to attack from the advanc¬ 

ing Continental army. The sick were placed in boats to be 

sent down Peedee River to Georgetown. As soon as the regular 

troops withdrew, Whig militia from North Carolina entered the 

country, and most of the people who had been enrolled in the 

British militia again joined the American side. The boats 

containing the sick soldiers were captured and several officers 

of the Loyalist militia were seized.. Colonel Mills escaped 

to Georgetown, pursued by various parties along his route un- 
CO 

til within a few miles of that place. 

In September Major Wemyss went to Cheraw Hill, burned some 

houses, and attempted to reorganize the militia. Only about 

a hundred men attended the muster and some of those were re¬ 

garded as suspicious characters. Colonel Mills determined to 

move his family nearer to Charleston, and his leaving gave the 

89 
British a chance to appoint Robert Gray as colonel. 1 Incident- 

90 
ally Gray was regarded as an aoler man by Colonel Turnbull, 

Wemyss to Cornwallis, July 28, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 170; Cornwallis to Germain, Aug. 20, 1780, in 
Clinton-Cornwallis Controversy, I, 245-246; Stedman, American 

War, II, 223. 

^ Capt. Frederick DePeyster to Cornwallis, Sept. 1780, 
Cornwallis Papers, bundle 3, no. 11; Wemyss to Cornwallis, 
Sept. 20, 178C, ibid., bundle 3, no. 43. 

Turnbull to Cornwallis, October 4, 1780, ibid., bundle 3, 
no. 60. 
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and Balfour said of him "Co’!- Cray seemes to me by much the 

best militia man I have seen."91 There was some discussion 

of again establishing a post at Cheraw Hill, which was nec¬ 

essary before further attempts to form a militia there could 

92 - 
be made.""" Also, in October a Major Ford, of whom nothing 

more is known, assembled about a hundred and fifty men, but 

he was immediately ordered to retire to Radcliffe’s Bridge on 

Lynches Liver, where he could be protected by the post at Cam- 

03 

den." The Cheraw region did not threaten any line of commun¬ 

ication, the inhabitants were predominantly Whig, and appar¬ 

ently the British were too busy elsewhere to give it further 

attention. 

The Whigs of Cheraw District lived chiefly along the Pee- 

dee River, and were flanked by Loyalist settlements on the 

Little Peedee and the upper part of Lynches River. These 

regions had been infested jfcrith thieves, some of whom were mu¬ 

lattos s and mestezoes, for a number of years prior to the 

Revolution. This lawless element took the name of Loyalist. 

It must not be thought, however, that all the Loyalists were 

bandits and outlaws. Throughout the remainder of the war there 

Balfour to Cornwallis, TTov. 5, 1780, ibid., bundle 4, 

no. 15. 

92 
Ibid. 

93 
Turnbul1 to Cornwal1is, Oct. 

no. 77 

12, 1780, ibid., bundle 3, 
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was a bloody v/arfare between the Whigs and Tories in the 

94 
ieedee section. 

The Lynches River region was the home of John Harrison, 

who raised a troop of provincials. Whether the British organ¬ 

ized a militia in that region is not certain. Possibly Major 

95 
Ford’s men were from the neighborhood of Lynches River,'' 

Really, Harrison’s men were more like militia than like regu¬ 

lar troops. Whig accounts speak of Harrison and his brother 

96 
as bandits, and this is somewhat borne out by the statements 

of British officers, for example, the following excerpt from 

a letter of Colonel Turnbull. 

Harrisons Corps Wemyss says are not worth any thing, 
there is but fifty of them. Irregulars and Plunderers, 
and are all dispersed. He is now gone to assemble 
them, and in a Week I suppose we may see him. 

The Little Peedee region is notable as one of the two sec¬ 

tions of the state where the Loyalists were able to maintain 

themselves without the aid of British troops. They obtained 

ammunition from the British posts at Wilmington and Georgetown 

Many incidences of this struggle are related in Gregg, 
Old Cheraws; Colonel Benton to Governor Matthews, Aug. 20, 
1732, in GIbbes, Doc. Plist., 1776-1782, pp. 207-208. 

95 See p. 288. 

96 
James, Life of Marion, p. 45. 

Turnbull to Cornwallis, Oct. 4, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 3, no. 60. 
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ana were also supported by being adjacent to an extensive 

Loyalist section of North Carolina. A predatory warfare raged 

between them and the Whigs of Cheraw District, one effect of 

which was to prevent the latter from giving any assistance to 

General Marion. At times they went to Georgetown and per- 

98 
formed some services for the British."" it is probable that 

Marion would have succeeded in capturing Georgetown in Novem¬ 

ber, 1780, if two hundred Loyalists from Little Peedee had 

99 
not arrived the day before he attacked. One of the leaders 

of these Loyalists was Major Micajah Gainey. He lived, not 

on Little Peedee, but about six miles from the site of the 

present town of Marion. It is possible that he was a native 

of South Carolina; if not he had come as a boy from England 

with his father. He is described as possessing a respectable 

property but being of an overbearing disposition, so that he 

had m.a de : personal enemies even prior to the war. Gainey 

said he joined the British side because some of his horses 

were taken by one of the Whig officers. At the close of the 

100 
Revolution he moved to North Carolina. Another leader was 

Mayor Barfield, one of a large family living on Little Peedee, 

88 ’’Colonel Robert Gray’s Observations on the bar in Caro¬ 
lina,” in SCI-IGM, XI (1910), 149-150. 

^ Marion to Gates, Nov. 21, 1780, In N. CM ^t_. Rees., 
XIV, 746-747. 

100 It was said that for fifty years after the war there^ 
were men in Marion County who would have killed him on sight. 
Gregg, Old Cheraws, pp. 374-376. 
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all of whom were Loyalists. He is described as "possessed 

of superior abilities, with a commanding person and respect¬ 

able fortune." At the beginning of the war he had been a 

captain in the Whig militia and was on duty at Charleston at 

the time of the Battle of Port Moultrie. He became embittered 

with the American cause on account of an indignity which he 

suffered from a superior officer. He died of smallpox dur- 

101 
mg the war. 

102 
There were two other regiments in Georgetown District, 

and the men appointed as colonels for them were James Cassells 

and James Gordon. The first of these was a native of Scot¬ 

land who had come to America in 1758. At the outbreak of the 

Revolution he owned several thousand acres of land and about 

seventy-five slaves. He acquiesced in the Revolutionary 

measures, took the oath in 1778, attended militia musters, 

but never actually bore arms against the British. He was, 

nevertheless, known as a Loyalist, and on the fall of Charles- 

1C 
ton entered enthusiastically into the service of the British. 

101 
ibid., pp. 537-338. 

It is difficult to find out the exact location of the 
various regiments. Apparently under the state government 
there were three regiments for the two districts of Cheraw 
and Georgetown. Major Wemyss suggested that they be reduced 
to two regiments on account of the difficulty of find satis¬ 
factory field officers. He would have placed the upper regi¬ 
ment under Colonel Mills and the lower under Colonel Cassells. 
Wemyss to Cornwallis, July 14, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, bundle 
2, no. 132. 

103 
ALT, LV, 107-109, 113-114 
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Less is known about James Gordon. He was a man of some pro¬ 

perty and prominence, for in 1775 he had been appointed to 

104 
one of the Revolutionary committees. It is not certain 

whether he served, hov/ever. He gave up his commission in the 

British militia in August, 1781. 

The Loyalist militia amounted to little in this region. 

In the first place, there were few real Loyalists among the 

people. Also, before the organization was completed things 

were thrown into confusion by the approach of Gates’ army. 

Colonel Cassells was seized by his own men and carried pri¬ 

soner into North Carolina. However, he escaped and returned 

in a month to renew the effort. Major Wemyss marched down 

Black and up Peedee river, burning houses in punishment for 

105 
this revolt. Some of the people were then willing to sub¬ 

mit and serve in the British militia, but this tendency was 

greatly hindered by the activities of Francis Marion. 

It was the policy of this partisan to strike at all groups 

that were preparing to join the British, and because of the 

swiftness of his movements, he was able to cover the entire 

country between Georgetown and High Hills of Santee. At times 

he fought against the very men who a little before had fought 

under him. Marion realized that men who had unwillingly 

joined the British might in time become confirmed Loyalists. 

American Archives, 4th ser., I, 1116. 

105 17. H. Mills to Cornwallis, Nov. 28, 1780, Cornwallis 
Papers, bundle 4, no 115; Wemyss to Cornwallis, Sept. 20, 
1780, ibid., bundle 3, no. 43. 
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As one of Marion’s men has said: 

Had parties from.the country been suffered to incorpo¬ 
rate with cne British, and Lo unite in their principles 
and.views, the sense of a dereliction of duty, and the 
punishment expected oo av«Tait it, as well as pride of 
opinion, usually attending a new conversion, might have 
kept them firm in their apostacy.106 

Colonel Cassells said tnat many people offered to quit 

Marion and join him, and he claimed that he could maintain his 

position if a ^ritisn force would but put him in possession 

of ceroain strategic ferries* me was, of course, counting on 

assistance from the Loyalists of the Little Peedee region.107 

A number of expeditions composed of regular troops were sent 

against Marion, but the British accomplished little in the way 

of organizing a militia. 

The British militia in the section between Charleston and 

the Santee was notable for the fact that the officers gener¬ 

ally were natives of South Carolina and members of prominent 

families. Foremost among these were the two Elias Balls, John 

and Theodore G-aillard, Philip Porcher, G-abriel Capers, Archi¬ 

bald Broun and John Wigfall. Other significant facts are that 

all except one were allowed to return to the state after the 

Revolution, several of them claimed that they accepted the com¬ 

mission at the request of their neighbors, and most of them 

James, Life of Marion, pp. 64-65. 

1 07 
Balfour to Cornwallis, Nov. 24, 1780, Cornwallis Fapers, 

bundle 4, no. 98. 
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had been members of the Provincial Congress or the legisla¬ 

ture under the Revolutionary government. These men, with the 

exception of Elias Ball of Bambaw, were moderates rather than 

Loyalists. 

Apparently there were two regiments in this region, one 

of which was placed under the command of Elias Ball of Wam- 

baw, who owned three hundred slaves and one of the finest 

rice plantations in South Carolina. In the earlier part of 

the Revolution he had taken the oath to the state and hired 

a substitute for military service, but had never borne arms 

against the British. While the British army was besieging 

Charleston he went to the British camp to offer his services. 

Shortly afterwards he furnished the British with information 

which enabled Tarleton to surprise and cut to pieces the Con¬ 

tinental cavalry under Colonels White and Washington. As a 

reward for this and other services he was made a colonel. 

Cornwallis spoke highly of him,- ° but Major Wemyss felt that 

he lacked sufficient influence and said: 

I think that Colonel Ball is neither known or respected 
enough to be at the head of a militia in this part of 
the Country, his Abilities & Activity appear to be much 
against him, & to this, I attribute the refusal of sev¬ 
eral people to be militia Officers, indeed some of them 
upon my finding fault with their backwardness, have told 
me so plainly* 

108 

109 

bundle 

ALT, LV, 91-93. 

Wemyss to Cornwallis, 
2, no. 132. 

July 14, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
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Very little lias been recorded about Ball's activities as a 

militia officer. 

Elias Ball of Comingtee, a cousin of the above, held a 

commission, but the rank is not known. At the outbreak of 

the Revolution he had been a member of a volunteer company* 1^ 

and in 1776 was a member of the Provincial Congress, How¬ 

ever, he was one of those who had to be ordered to attend, 

which may or may not have been due to objection to the pro- 

,. Ill 
ceedings. 

The other regiment was placed under the command of John 

Wigfall. Under the state government he had been elected to 

the General Assembly in 1779. At the close of the Revolu¬ 

tion, in seeking to have his property restored, he pleaded 

that one reason for accepting the commission was to protect 

his countrymen who would have been oppressed if the superior 

commissions in the militia had been put in the hands of per¬ 

sons highly irritated against them. Moreover, he said that 

he had no idea of actually being called on to fight against 

his fellow citizens, as there seemed no prospect of effectual 

opposition to the British and the greater number of his neigh¬ 

bors were submitting. He gave up his commission in January, 

11 2 
1781. 

110 11 papers of the First Council of Safety . . .n in SCHGI.l, 

I (1900), 279. 

See p. 41. 

112 petition of John -wigfall to Sena.te, 1783, (MS, S. C. 
Hist. Com.) 
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Cornwallis’ orders that all members of the assembly, magi¬ 

strates, and militia officers who had acted under the state 

government be sent to the islands was, apparently, a factor 

in forcing some people to accept commissions in the British 

militia. Philip Porcher attributed all his trouble to the fact 

that he had served in the legislature. Not wishing to be sent 

to the islands, he took British protection, and shortly after¬ 

wards a commission as lieutenant in the militia was sent to 

113 
him. Similarly, one of the reasons assigned for the accept¬ 

ance of a commission by Gabriel Capers was that he was in dan- 

114 
ger of confinement, having been a member of the assembly. 

The low country south of the Santee differed from most 

parts of the state in that it was not the scene of warfare 

from the fall of Charleston until about April, 1781. Hence 

the work of organizing the militia was not interrupted by the 

partisans. Probably most of the inhabitants were enrolled in 

this militia, but the British obtained very little service 

from them. It is true that in September, 1780, some men from 

115 
Ball’s and Wigfall’s regiments were assembled at Georgetown. 

Also, on September 28, a detachment of militia from St. James 

Santee and St. Stephens parishes were guarding a post at Black 

11 8 
~ Petition of Philip Porcher to Governor John natthews 

April, 1782 (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 

114 Petition to Senate of Sundry persons in behalf of Gab¬ 
riel Capers, 1783, (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 

115 Frederick Depeyster to Cornwallis, n. d., Cornwallis 

Papers, bundle 3, no. 11. 
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Mingo Creek, which is north of the Santee River in what is 

today Georgetown County. They were attacked and dispersed by 

Marion. Several men of property were captured, some of whom 

joined Marion, but the majority steadfastly refused and were 

116 
sent to ITorth Carolina. However, the following comment of 

Balfour's will show that the low country militia was of no 

value as a military force. 

. . . I am now clear, that (the militia of Orangeburgh, 
and some of the back country excepted) we cannot expect 
the smallest service from any other, in all the dis¬ 
tricts hereabouts, they will not turn out, and if they 
do, they are not to be depended upon, for two days to¬ 
gether . . .H1? 

Much of what has been said of the militia between the San¬ 

tee River and Charleston applies equally to the militia be¬ 

tween Charleston and the Savannah River. However, the colo¬ 

nels in the latter region were not natives of South Carolina. 

The colonelcy of the regiment in Beaufort District, sometimes 

called the Granville County regiment, was given to Nicholas 

Lechmere, who prior to the war was the collector of the cus¬ 

toms at Beaufort. He left the state in 1777 with the other 
~|~|Q 

crown officers but returned after the reduction of Charleston. 

Marion to Gates, Oct. 4, 1780, in N. C_. _St. hcs., XIV, 
665-666; List of prisoners delivered to Colonel Brown, Oct. 4, 

1780, > 747. 

Balfour to Rawdon, Oliarles Town, nct. 26, 1 80, 
Cornwallis Papers, bundle 3, no. 114. 

118 
He married the daughter of the elder Andrew Deveaux, 

who was a prominent planter in the Beaufort section and a 
Loyalist. Lechmere died in 1782. SCHGL, III (1902), 149n. 
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The regimental district between Charleston and the Combahee 

River, often called the Colleton County regiment, was placed 

under the command of Robert Ballingall, a Scotchman who had 

come to South Carolina in 1753. He was steward for the ex¬ 

tensive plantations of Edward Fenwick and John Stuart, and 

also had acquired a considerable property of his own. Known 

as a Loyalist from the beginning of the war, he had joined 

Prevost in 1779. Subsequently he was captured and at the 

tine of the siege of Charleston was in confinement to prevent 

119 
his joining the British. ~ Other militia officers were 

I.Iajor Andrew Beveaux, Capt. Joseph Seabrook, Jr. of Edisto 

Island, Capt. John La Roche of Wadmalaw Island, William Meg- 

120 
gett of Edisto Island, and Alexander Chisolm. " Most of 

these, if not all, were natives of the state. Certainly they 

were persons of property and prominence. 

The service which the British obtained from these regi¬ 

ments is well illustrated in Balfour1s letters. On October 28, 

he said that Ballingall’s and Lechmere’s regiments were on the 

121 
march to Georgetown to help guard the ferries. A few days 

later he wrote that Ballingall’s regiment was to go to George- 

\oo 
town to guard the ferries nIf I can get them there.” Ten 

119 ALT, LIV, 360-385. 

120 rbid., LVII, 53; SJ, Feb. 3, 8, 15, 24, 1783, pp. 80, 

105, 136, 200. 

121 Balfour to Rawdon, Oct. 26, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 3, no. 114. 

■^2 Balfour to Cornwallis, Bov. 5, 1780, ibid., bundle 4, 

no. 15. 
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days later he wrote, "I am sorry to tell you that Ballingalls 

m & Le chine res [sicj Heg 7 were so totaly dissafected [sic~j 

that very few assembled and those, very soon deserted."123 

In the spring of 1781 this region became the theatre of 

partisan warfare. The situation of the British militia was 

described by Balfour as follows: 

The Defection of the Militia i_s also almost universal 
& they have joined the Enemy wherever they have come, 
those to the Southward are the Worst one Haring filar - 
den] leads the~Enemy in' that quarter & has over run 
all the Country to the South-ward of Dorchester with a 
ve ry~Tew men . l-PT 

The capture of the post at Pocataligo, known as Fort Balfour, 

was a great blow to British authority in Beaufort District. 

Colonels Lechmere, Kelsell, and Fenwick, a major, three cap- 

125 
tains, and over eighty men were made prisoners. 

The Granville regiment cannot be dismissed without a men¬ 

tion of the exploits of Andrew Deveaux, Jr, the son of a prom¬ 

inent planter on Fort Royal Island. During the early part of 

Balfour to Cornwallis, FIov. 15, 1730, ibid., bundle 4, 

no. 64. 

12^ Balfour to Cornwallis, Ajjril 26, 1781, ibid., bundle 6, 
no. 15. 

12° Harden to Marion, April 18, 1780, in Gibbes, Do_c. Hist., 
1781-1782, pp. 53-55. This probably was Edward Fenwick, who 
was captain commandant of a troop of dragoons. A william 
Eelsail was living at Beaufort prior to the Revolution. S. £. 
and Am. Gen. Gazette, A_ug. 28-Sept. 4, 1767. .uie major re¬ 
ferred to" was, evidently, Andrew Deveaux, who Is known ^o ha'/e 
been present. Tarleton Brown, i-emoirs ^ o± Parle ton II > 
Captain in the Revolutionary Army, Written by Ku^elx., PP- 
25 /" “ 
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the war he held a commission as ensign in the American militia, 

but in 1779 he took advantage of Prevost's expedition to join 

the British. He fought with them in a skirmish at Beaufort, 

in the Battle of Stono, and in the defense of Savannah. At the 

time of the siege of Charleston, he was of great aid to the 

British in collecting supplies. Cornwallis made him major in 

the Granville County militia regiment. He was also given per¬ 

mission to raise a provincial regiment to be known as the 

"Royal Foresters," a venture in which he was only partly suc¬ 

cessful, for he raised but two troops. He is credited with 

making several successful incursions into the heart of the 

country, but the details of these incursions are not given. 

After the withdrawal of the British to Charleston, Andrew De- 

veaux fitted out two armed vessels and made a series of attacks 

at various points along the coast and up the rivers of South 

Carolina and Georgia. On one occasion he captured colonel Har¬ 

den, and on another General Barnwell. He destroyed two galleys 

that were being built in Georgia. These expeditions, however, 

were pricipallv for the purpose of carrying off slaves and 

other property which were regarded as fair prizes for priva¬ 

teers. Andrew Deveaux is the only one of the Low country 

Loyalists who has obtained recognition as a military hero. His 

most brilliant exploit, which will be described elsewhere as 

it occurred after the evacuation of Charleston, was the capture 

126 
of the island of Hew Providence in the Bahamas. 

126 ALT^ 32-47; Mackenzie, Strictures, 167-170; Mc- 
Crady, S. C. in Rev., 1780-1783. pp# 610-611. 
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The militia situation in Charleston was different from 

that of all other parts of the state, as it was there much 

easier to compel the men to perform duty. The condition of 

the Charleston militia in November, 1780, is briefly described 

in the report of a Whig officer as follows: ’’The Charles Town 

Militia are eleven Companies, about 400 dressed in Scarlet 

faced with blue; they are kept to strict duty. ' A militia 

in Charleston was very useful to the inhabitants for main¬ 

taining order and keeping watch at night. Indeed, some of the 

people who petitioned for its formation and served as officers 

in it offered as an excuse at the close of the war that they 

had had only this in view, and that it was much better to have 

128 
the town policed by the militia than by Eritish troops. 

But the formation of the militia was of great importance to 

the British, for it released for service in the field troops 

which otherwise would have been needed at Charleston. In 

September, 1780, Cornwall!s said that Balfour had formed ”so 

respectable a Militia” at Charleston that ”he is enabled to 

spare another Battalion for the field, notwithstanding the in¬ 

crease of prisoners.” In December the garrison at Charleston 

was further reduced until it consisted of only five hundred 

regular troops. 
129 

The militia was not used in fighting nor 

Harrington to Gates, Nov. 25, 1780, in N. jC. St. Rees. , 

XIV, 748. 

128 SJ, Feb. 15, 1783, p. 144. 

129 Cornwallis to Germain, Sept. 19, 1780, in Clinton-Corn- 
wallis Controversy, I, 265-26S; Cornwallis to Clinton, Dec. 3, 

1780, ibid., I, 307. 
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does it seem to have been sent to guard other parts of the 

country. There was one instance where a body of about eighty 

men was used to escort some prisoners from Nelson's Perry to 

, n 130 
Charleston. 

The colonel of the Charleston militia v/as Robert William 

Powell. He was a native of America and a prominent Charleston 

merchant. In 1778 he was among those who refused the oath and 

131 
left. He returned when Charleston was captured in 1780. 

Another officer was Thomas Inglis, a native of G-reat Britain 

who had settled at Charleston as a merchant about 1765. He too 

had left in 1778 on refusing the oath, and joining the British 

at Savannah in the following year had aided in its defense, 

being attached to Colonel Hamilton's Royal North Carolina Regi¬ 

ment. At first he was the major of the Charleston militia but 

when a second battalion was added he became a lieutenant colo- 

132 
nel. William G-reenwood was a captain at first but later 

became a major. He was born in England and had come to South 

Carolina in 1767. He too was a merchant, but unlike Powell 

and Inglis he acquiesced in the revolution, taking the state 

oath and bearing arms. He took part in the attack on Savannah. 

On the fall of Charleston he became active in support of the 

133 
British cause. Some of the other officers were Captain John 

150 

131 

132 

ALT, LVII, 370. 

Ibid., LV, 518-519. 

Ibid., LVII, 367-370. 

133 
Ibid., LVI, 576, 596-600 
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134 
Wells, printer of the Royal Gazette, Captain Archibald 

Broun, who had accepted a commission in the Goose Creek Com- 

135 
pany militia but later moved to Charleston, and John 

Smyth, a merchant who, though born and educated in England, 

had held a commission in the American militia prior to the 

fall of Charleston. He afterwards said that a refusal to 

hold a similar commission in the Loyalist militia would have 

_ 136 
rendered him particularly obnoxious to the British. 

In 1781 and 1782, when the British held only Charleston 

and the sea islands, the militia organization was kept up 

among the refugees. Most of these were placed on James Hsland. 

They received food and pay from the British and they were 

used on occasional expeditions. Colonel Robert Gray served 

as paymaster for the militia. The expense for the refugees 

137 
amounted to considerable sums. 

Siebert, Loyalists in Last Florida, I, 135. 

SJ, Feb. 15, 1783, p. 144. 

Petition of John Smyth to Senate, 1783 (MS, S. C. Hist. 

In the additiona.1 notes of Jones, The Journal of Alex¬ 
ander Chesney, pp. 114-116, is the following list of militia 
serving from November, 1781, to July, 1782: Jackson Creek 
regiment, Colonel John Philips, 2 companies under Captains 
John Huey and James Sharp; Stevenson Creek regiment. Colonel 
John Cotton; First and Second Camden regiments. Colonels 
Robert English and William Ballentine, 10 companies; Orange¬ 
burg militia, Colonel John Fisher, 10 companies; from the 
Dutch Fork, Colonel Daniel Clary, 2 companies under Captains 
George Stroup and James Y/right; Colonel Richard King’s regi¬ 
ment, 1 company under Captain George Long; Little River regi¬ 
ment, Lieutenant Colonel William Young. Also the following 

134 

135 

136 

Com. ) 

137 
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Although they succeeded in enrolling a great majority of 

the men of military age, the British failed to organize a 

dependable militia in South Carolina. It is true that there 

were some hundreds of Loyalists who willingly bore arms for 

the king and who acted at times with great courage, but not 

so with the militiamen as a whole. Some were reluctant to 

fight a.gainst Americans; others were averse to doing any mili¬ 

tary duty if it could be avoided. Enrollment in the militia 

or even the acceptance of a commission cannot be considered 

a test for Loyalism, for it did not necessarily imply a de¬ 

sire to fight for the British or even a wish for their suc¬ 

cess. It was only a sign of willingness to submit and live 

under the British government. When called upon to defend 

regiments 
ingall: Ninety Six, 
v 

are listed: Colleton County, Colonel Robert Ball- 
, Colonel Thomas; Dragoons, Major William 

oung; Mounted militia. Major William Cunningham; Cheraws, 
a1nno1 Robert dray; Georgetown, Lieutenant Colonel James 

1st regiment, Camden, Colonel James Carey; Santee, 
Samuel Tynes; Rocky Mount, Colonel William Vernon 
and a regiment under Colonel Ilezekiah Williams. There 

is no information about the number of men in these regiments. 
There is considerable material on the militia in England, 
which must be examined before a complete study of this sub¬ 
ject can be made. 

Colonel 
Gordon; 
Colonel 
Turner; 

An estimate of the cash wanted for the militia and refugee 
department, addressed to General Leslie by Robert Gray, July 
13, 1782, is in the Emmet Collection (MSS, NYPL), no/ 15685. 
The total for the militia v/as 4600. The length of the period 
is not given. Among the militia corps mentioned are Fanning’s 
and Bryan’s, which were from North Carolina, Young’s and Cun¬ 
ningham’s troops, "Hezekiah William's people,TT the Granville 
County Regiment, Rugeley’s regiment, English’s company, and 
Ballingall’s regiment. Also 1400 was requested for the 
refugees. Among the items was one of 100 for "Coffins, Sta- 
tionary, Scho olmas t e r &c." 
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the country against Whigs, the militia usually collapsed, the 

majority of the men again changing sides, while the Loyalist 

minority took refuge with the British army. Since the British 

campaign was based on the assumption that South Carolina and 

Georgia, once conquered, could be defended by Loyalist mili¬ 

tia, the failure to obtain a dependable militia was an impor¬ 

tant factor in the British defeat. 
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CHAPTER X 

PLUNDERING AND ATROCITIES 

The warfare between Whigs and Loyalists was accompanied 

by a number of harsh and cruel acts. One of the great abuses 

was plundering. The British records frequently speak of the 

Whig partisans as plunderers and banditti. The mountaineers 

from Watauga were referred to as "hardly needy rascals" who 

made incursions into South Carolina for booty,'*' and Cornwallis 

explained Marion’s success as due to cruel punishment and 

2 
promises of plunder. When the term plundering is used it is 

not always clear whether pillaging or foraging is meant. The 

partisans, just as the British and Continental armies, lived 

off the country and as a matter of course took horses, cattle, 

and provisions. But all too often slaves, household effects, 

and clothes were taken. Marion himself was very scrupulous. 

Evan McLaurin to Balfour, Aug. 7, 1780 (MS, NYPL), Emmet 

Collection, no. 6589. 

2 
Cornwallis to Clinton, Dec. 3, 1780, Clinton-Ccrnwallis 

Controversy, I, 304. 

r-7 

° At the end of the Revolution an act of the legislature was 

passed preventing suits against the various militia officers 
for property taken during the war. Marion refused to have his 
name included, saying that if he had injured anyone he would 
pay. James, Life of Marion, p. 175. 
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but one cannot say the same for all the Whig leaders. Undoubt¬ 

edly, plunder was one of the incentives for partisan warfare. 

Those who went into exile, leaving their own property be seized 

by the British, were more than likely to attempt to recoup their 

losses by taking from Loyalists and from persons who had saved 

theirs by submission. 

Slaves were a very important object of plunder. When the 

Whig militia of Cheraw District rose on the approach of Gates’ 

army in 1780, they took fifty-seven negroes as well as other 

4 
property from Colonel William Henry Mills. In some cases every 

movable article was taken. Lord Rawdon described an instance 

in which some Whigs plundered the house of a widow on Lynches 

River and took even the shoes and some of the clothes the woman 
5 

was wrearing. Her four children were stripped of all clothing. 

In 1781 General Sumter conceived the idea of organizing 

plunder to the advantage of the public. Property was to be 

taken from all who would not join him and the proceeds used to 

pay soldiers. A private was to receive one slave for ten months 

service and officers were to receive several slaves according 

6 
to their rank. But this did not put an end to plundering by 

Mills to Cornwallis, Nov. 28, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 4, no. 115. 

^ Rawdon to Cornwallis, Dec. 5, 1780, ibid., bundle 4, no. 
140. 

0 
Gregorie, Thomas Sumter, pp. 147-149. 
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individuals and small groups. When civil government was re¬ 

stored in August, 1780, one of the first acts of Governor Rut¬ 

ledge was a proclamation against plundering, and some measure 

of order was restored. General Greene, likewise, exerted him- 

7 
self to prevent irregularities. 

The plundering described above took place chiefly in the 

back country. However, American privateers made inroads along 

the coast and up the rivers, carrying away slaves and other 

property. The privateers claimed that the owners were Loyal¬ 

ists, but persons friendly to the American cause also suffered. 

The neighborhood of Georgetown was one of the places visited 

by these privateers, much to the indignation of Governor Rut¬ 

ledge. e Joseph Seabrook gave as his reason for accepting a 

commission in the British militia that it was to protect Edisto 

9 
Island from privateers. Thus South Carolina was plundered by 

the British army. Whig partisans. Loyalist militia, lawless 

gangs, and citizens of the other American states. 

The Whigs maintained the position that all who bore arms 

for the British were guilty of treason, and though there were 

no courts for the trial of such cases, some Loyalists were 

Johnson, Life of G-reene, II, 186-187; Ramsay, Hist, of 

S. C., I, 448-449. 

® Rutledge to Marion, Oct. 12, 1781, in Gibbes, Doc. Ilist., 
1781-1782, pp. 138-189; Y/emyss to Cornwallis, July 22, 1780, 
Cornwallis Papers, bundle 2, no. 152. 

Petition of Joseph Seabrook to Senate, 1783 (MS, S. C. 
Hist. Com.) 



. 

. 

. 

. . r ■ • 

. 

t *. J. n. ■, ‘ 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. ; * * 

. . 

« . 

< - ~ • t 

. 

. 



309 

hanged by militia officers. Usually the man hanged was accused 

of some special act, as burning a house, killing a Whig, or 

carrying dispatches for the British. Refusal to give quarters 

accounted for far more deaths than did hanging. T'arleton’s 

butchery of Buford’s corps near the Waxhaws made a strong im¬ 

pression on the men of the back country, and the expression 

"Tar let on’s quarters" served as an excuse for the Whigs to shoY/ 

no mercy to Loyalists.^ It should be pointed out that both 

the Whigs and Tories were frequently without any means of se¬ 

curing their prisoners. If one were carried to camp, there 

viras danger that he would not only escape but act as a guide to 

the enemy.^ If released on parole he v/as likely to take up 

arms and fight again. Therefore there was a temptation not to 

take prisoners. Moreover, a prisoner was often killed by a 

person who had a personal grievance against him. 

In partisan warfare a frequent occurrence was for a party 

of men to attack at night the house of a leader of the opposite 

side. The house v/ould be set on fire and the man killed as he 

tried to escape, or even if he surrendered. Both sides did 

this and each accused the other of murder. An act of violence 

would be followed by retaliation from the opposing side, which 

in turn would call for vengeance, and a chain of tragedies might 

result. 

10 
McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1775-1780, pp. 523-524. 

11 
James, Life of Marion, pp. 68-69. 
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The best known case in which. Loyalists were hanged oc¬ 

curred after the Battle of King’s Mountain, when nine of the 

Loyalists captured there were executed on the charge of trea¬ 

son. Most of the victims, including Colonel Ambrose Mills, 

were from North Carolina, but two of them, a Captain Wilson of 

Ninety Six and one Hobbs, are supposed to have been from South 

12 
Carolina. Little is known of either of these men. Another 

important case is that of Captain Oates, an influential Loyal¬ 

ist from the region of Little Peedee. At the time of Gates’ 

invasion he refused to join the Americans and defeated an ex¬ 

pedition that was sent against him. In September he brought 

a party of men to join Major Wemyss, who was attempting to re¬ 

organize the British militia in Cheraw District. After Wemyss' 

13 
departure, Oates was seized and hanged. Whether there was 

any form of trial and who v/as responsible is not known. Corn¬ 

wallis complained about the matter, stating that Captain Oates 

14 
had not been charged with any crime. It is possible that it 

■was in revenge for the hanging of a man by the British. Cer¬ 

tainly there was great bitterness against Major Wemyss, who 

15 
according to his own report had burnt fifty houses, w and in 

12 
" Draper, King's Mountain and Its Heroes, p. 340. 

Colonel Robert Gray to Cornwallis, Nov. 11, 1780, Corn¬ 
wallis Papers, bundle 4, no. 50. 

14 
Cornwallis to General Smallwood, Nov. 10, 1780, in Corn¬ 

wallis Correspondence, I, 67. 

15 Wemyss to Cornwallis, Sept. 20, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 3, no. 43. 
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the words of a Whig officer had "played the pretty Tyrant" 

„ 16 
while at Oheraw. 

The most vivid account of the execution of Loyalists is 

1 7 
"Levi Smith’s Narrative," which tells of the hanging of three 

members of the Loyalist militia at the capture of Port Motte. 

One of the victims. Lieutenant Fulkes, who was only nineteen, 

was charged with causing the death of a Mrs. Tate by turning 

her out of her house while sick with smallpox. The circum¬ 

stances were as follows: Mrs. Tate’s husband had taken Brit¬ 

ish protection, but afterwards joined Marion. His house, which 

was near a British post, served as a place where Whigs could 

be harbored and information obtained. The British therefore, 

ordered Mrs. Tate to move. Lieutenant Fulkes had enforced this 

order. The second of the executed men, John Jackson, was ac¬ 

cused of carrying expresses for the British and killing one of 

Sumter’s men. He claimed that he had killed the man in battle, 

but he was nevertheless hanged. The third victim, Hugh Maskelly, 

had acted as a guide to the British and had also shown one of 

John Cruden’s deputies where some sequestered property was con¬ 

cealed. 

Levi Smith came very close to hanging at the same time. 

He had been captured before the fall of the fort, and, though 

H. W. Harrington to Colonel Turnbull, Nov. 12, 1780, ibid., 
bundle 4, no. 55. 

1 7 
The incidents were attested by Captain McPherson of Belan- 

cey’s Corps, who was in command at Fort Motte, and Captain Neil 
Campbell of the 84th Regiment. Royal Gazette (Charleston), 
April 17, 1782. 
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oeaten and strj.ppea o± his clothes at first, had been treated 

better when it was proposed to exchange him for Samuel Cooper, 

one of Marion’s men whom Rawdon had confined at Camden. While 

negotiations were pending £>mith was allowed to go fishing, 

guarded only by a single man. On the day that the fort fell, 

however, he was amazed to find that orders had been given for 

his execution. He was charged with carrying information for 

the British, holding a commission as magistrate, and causing 

the house of a prominent Whig to be burned. At the last moment, 

he was saved by the arrival on the scene of General Marion. If 

Smith had been hanged Lord Rawdon, it was supposed, would have 

hanged Samuel Cooper. 

Colonel Watson of the British army complained of the actions 

of some of Marion’s men as follows: 

Your people are daily doing what is not customary, but 
as you say, you wish to carry on war as usual with civil¬ 
ized nations, we must suppose you ignorant of numberless 
transactions of the people under your command, and take 
it for granted that you never heard of people whipped 
by Maynard and others of your followers: of two prisoners 
taken on the 13th January by a party under the command 
of Capt. Daniel Conyers, one of which was whipped almost 
to death, Thomas Wise, a militia man, and the other John 
Stilwell of Hannon’s corps whose horse threw him; he got 
upon his legs and was desired to surrender, which he did; 
he was asked for his pistol, he delivered it up and was 
instantly shot through the body with it; he complained 
of this behavior, he was abused and ordered to deliver 
his sword, he did., and was cut through the skull in five 
or six places with his own sv/ord, and when a party brought 
him home, who went for that purpose, his brains, that is 
part of them, were two inches issued from his head. He 
preserved his senses perfect for two days, and told regu¬ 
larly the same story, then died.88 

Colonel Watson to General Marion, March 15, 1781, in 
Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 1781-1782, pp. 39-40. 
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Lord Rawdon said that while two brothers of Major John 

Harrison were sick of smallpox a party of Whigs entered the . 

19 
house and killed them though they were unarmed in bed. 

In 1732 the Loyalist militia leaders in Charleston com¬ 

piled a list of 505 of their men who had been killed at their 

homes or after surrendering. Moreover, this was not a complete 

20 
list. It was charged that the killing of Loyalist leaders 

was a deliberate policy of terror to prevent persons from join¬ 

ing the Eritish. Balfour said: 

They have adopted the System of murdering every militia 
Officer of ours as well as every man (although "unarmed) 
who is known to be a loyalist.~ the terror this mode of 
conduct has struck you will easily suppose, some immed¬ 
iate stop must be put to it, or the consequences will 
be very fatal & we shall not have one Loyalist in the £1 
Country as they are crowding to Town from all quarters. 

However, it must not be supposed that all Loyalists were 

killed on being captured. There are many instances of their 

being paroled or exchanged. In some cases, where the per¬ 

son was prominent, he was carried into Jforth Carolina or Vir¬ 

ginia. and confined there. In his ,lnarrative'1 Levi Smith 

tells that on the surrender of the fort at the Congarees the 

Rawdon to Cornwallis, Dec. 5, 1730, Cornwallis Tapers, 
bundle 4, no. 140. 

^ Address to the King by Loyalist militia officers, C. 0. 
5:82, pp. 5G3-S00. 

21 Balfour to Cornwalli-s, April 26, 1731, Cornwallis Fapers, 
bundle 6, no. 15. 
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pp 
militia were allowed to go to Charleston on parole. A list 

of Loyalist militia officers who were not killed on being cap¬ 

tured would include Colonels W. PI. Mills, Cassells, Rugeley, 

Carey, Tynes, Philips, Fenwick, Kelsall, and Lechmere; and many 

23 
less important men could be named."'" 

The Loyalists were themselves guilty of killing Whigs under 

the same kind of circumstances as those of which they complained. 

As many instances are recorded in print, only a few will be here 

mentioned. In Cheraw District a band of Loyalists set fire to 

the house of Colonel Kolb. He and an associate surrendered on 

, . 24 
being promised quarters, but were shot by one of the men. 

Gabriel Marion, the nephew of the general, was captured 

when his horse was shot in a skirmish with Loyalists near 

Georgetown. On learning his name they immediately killed him. 

This occurred in November, 1780, which was comparatively early 

in the partisan warfare. IJp to then Marion's men had shown 

mercy to prisoners, but afterwards they often did not give quar- 

25 
ters to Loyalists. 

The brother of Andrew Pickens also fell a victim to the 

Loyalists. He was captured in the fall of 1781 and carried as 

a prisoner into the Indian country. There he is said to have 
26 

been shot or burned to death. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

PF) — 
A. L. Pickens, Skyagunsta, the Border Lizard Owl Major 

General Andrew Pi ckensTuv. ~ ILF - 1TUT 

Royal Gazette (Charleston), April 17, 1782. 

See pp. 381-284, 292, 299. 

Gregg, Old Cheraws, pp. 360-361. 

James, Life of Marion, p. 66. 

Andrew Pi ckens , pp MTCM- ITuy 
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The most notorious of the Loyalists of South Carolina 

was Major William Cunningham, ustially referred to as "Bloody 

Bill." At the outbreak of the war he was only nineteen, and 

is said to have been of a jovial and honest nature. He was 

inclined to be a Whig at first but disagreements with some of 

the leaders and the whipping to death of his brother led him 

to change sides. He joined the British in 1778 or 1779, but 

did not become prominent until 1731. As a major of militia 

he is said to have followed Cornwallis' orders of hanging Whigs 

who took up arms after being paroled or taking protection. The 

two exploits which gave him an evil repiitation were the mass¬ 

acres at Cloud's Creek and Hayes' Station. At the former of 

these, a small group of Whigs was surrounded by a party of Cun¬ 

ningham's men. They offered to surrender on terms. The Loyal¬ 

ists were willing to spare the lives of all of them except one, 

Captain James Butler, Jr., vdio had been engaged in an affair 

when a Loyalist named Radcliff was killed. During the parley 

Butler shot and killed a Loyalist and was himself mortally 

wounded. Thereupon the Whigs fought until the exhaustion of 

their poY/der supply forced them to surrender. The Loyalists 

proceeded to kill all except two that escaped. At Hayes' Sta¬ 

tion Cunningham's men surrounded another body of Whigs in a 

house. He promised to spare them if they surrendered, but 

warned that all would be killed if they did not. Expecting 

relief, the Whigs resisted, but were forced, to surrender when 

the house was set on fire. Cunningham killed three of the 
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prisoners wijbh his own sword and allowed any of his men to 

select and kail a Whig against whom he had a grievance. In 

27 
all fourteen men were thus executed. 

When the British abandoned Ninety Six District some Loyal¬ 

ists went to the Indian country instead of following the Brit¬ 

ish towards the coast. In the fall of 1781, a party of Loyal¬ 

ists and Indians captured Coweii's fort on the border of the 

Cherokee country and massacred the women and children along 

28 
with the men. 

The Loyalists did their share of plundering. For example, 

before evacuating Ninety Six District they plundered and burned 

the Long Cane settlement, which was a Whig stronghold. It was 

thought that this was in accordance with orders from the Brit¬ 

ish officers to lay waste the country, as the Loyalists were 

29 
supported by regular troops.^ 

There is a belief that the Loyalists were the lawless ele¬ 

ment in the back country. Ramsay's opinion of them was as 

follows: 

. . . though among the tories in the lower parts of 
south-Carolina [sic] there were gentlemen of honor, prin¬ 
ciple and humanity, yet in the interior and back parts 
of the state a great proportion of them was an ignorant 
unprincipled banditti; to whom idleness, licentiousness. 

27 HeGrady, S. C. in Rev., 1780-1785, pp. 467-475; "Bio- 
graphical Sketch of the Career of Major William Cunningham," 
in The Southern and Western Literary Messenger and Review, 
XIlTOct. 1846), 577-579, 585. 

OO 

McC: iad^r j > S. C. in Rev. 1780-1785, pp. 477-478. 

29 Johnson, Life of O-reene, II, 163 
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and deeds of violence, were familiar. Horsethieves, 
and others whose crimes had exiled them from society, 

attached themselves to parties of the british [sic]. 
Encouraged by their example, and instigated by the 
love of plunder, they committed the most extensive 
depredations. Under the cloak of attachment to the 
old government, they covered the basest and most sel¬ 
fish purposes.30 

There is some truth in this belief. For example. Colonel Thom¬ 

as Brown at Augusta in June, 1780, said: 

As the interior parts of this province [G-eorgia/ have 
been considered for some years past a secure retreat 
for all the villains & murderers, who have fled from 
justice from the southern provinces; the principal 
difficulty I have hitherto experienced has been the 
suppression of plunders and horse thieves who under 
the specious pretext of loyalty, have from [time] 
to time daringly assembled in defiance of all Lav; & 
authority & indiscriminately revaged the plantations 
of the peaceable inoffensive inhabitants who have 
received protections or /sic] prisoners on parole- 

However, such a view is very unfair when applied to the back 

country Loyalists in general. They were, just as the Whigs, 

American frontiersmen. 

The nature of the warfare between Whigs and Loyalists in 

the South Carolina back country is to be explained partly by 

the fact that government had ceased to exist. South Carolina 

was unfortunate in having its frontier period coincide with 

one of civil war and invasion. In criticizing the people of 

30 
Ramsay, u.l.L i it. of O • C., 1, 452-453. 

31 Brown to Cornwallis, June 28, 1780, Cornwallis Papers 
bundle 2, no. 100. 
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the back country it must be remembered that 

in starting the Revolution and that many of 

live in peace were compelled by armies from 

sides and fight one another. 

they had no part 

k e> 

them,wished to 

without t o cho o s e 
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CKAFTER XI 

PROVINCIAL TROOPS 

A. The South Carolina Royalists 

The regiment known as the South Carolina Royalists was 

organized in 1778 from the large body of Loyalists that es¬ 

caped to Florida from South Carolina in April of that year. 

They went expressly to form a provincial regiment, having 

been solicited for that service in the name of Lord William 

Campbell by Thomas frown, Evan McLaurin, and other agents. 

Several of these men had commissions from the royal governor, 
1 

and at first they wished to be called Campbell's Volunteers. 

To defray the first expenses of the regiment, Evan McLaurin 

drew on Lord William Campbell to the amount of at least fif¬ 

teen hundred pounds, for which the latter was afterwards re- 

2 
imbursed from the British treasury. Campbell had promised 

the same rate of pay which South Carolina provincials had 

Clinton to Prevost, June 3, 1778, in Am. 11SS in Roy. 
Inst., I, 258; Memorial addressed to General Carleton by 
Lt". Col. Thomas Brown, n. d., ibid., III, 522-323; Letter sup 
posed to be from a Mr. Brown to Sir James Wright, St. Augus¬ 
tine, April 28, 1778, C. 0. 5:176, pp. 169-174. 

Campbell to Germain, July 19, 1778, 2 n 
u • 0. 5:155, p. 140. 
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received during the French and Indian War. This, being more 

than other provincials were paid by the British, was not al¬ 

lowed, and great discontent was caused. Some of the men 

threatened to return to South Carolina, but in the end they 

accepted the regular rate of pay. 

4 
The refugees numbered about three hundred and fifty, 

5 
but less than three hundred of them joined the regiment/ 

Although it was planned to have eight companies of fifty men 

6 
each, at the beginning there were only four infantry com¬ 

panies with forty-five men each and two troops of light horse 

7 
with forty men apiece. Alexander Innes, the secretary of 

Governor Campbell in 1775 and a former officer in the British 

army, was made colonel of this regiment. The title was large¬ 

ly honorary, for Innes was at New York serving as inspector 

general of provincial forces and did not come to Florida to 

take command. Joseph Robinson was made lieutenant colonel 

Memorial of C-eorge Dawkins and Edward Lane, n. d., in 
Am. MSS in Roy. Inst., I, 239; General Prevost to Clinton, 
Sept. 30, 1778, ibid. , I, 304-306; John F. C-rimke, "Journal 
of the Campaign to the Southward," in SCHGM, XII (1911), 
65, 130. 

General Prevost to Sir William Howe, April 27, 1778, in 
Am. MSS in Roy. Inst. , I, 239; Thomas Brown to Carleton, n. d., 
TEid., III, 322-323; Tonyn to Sir William Howe, Aoril 28. 
1775, ibid., I, 240. 

5 
General Prevost to Sir William Howe, June 5, 1778, 

ibid., I, 261. 
0 

Paper by Joseph Robinson, July 20, 1778, ibid., 1 274. 
7 - ’ 

General Prevost to Clinton, July 26, 1778, ibid., I 274* 
Siebert, Loyalists in East Florida, I, 52-53. 
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and Evan McLaurin major. As neither of these had had mili¬ 

tary training the work of drilling and discipline was done "by 

8 
Major Prevost. 

In the beginning of 1779 the South Carolina Royalists 

formed part of the force that marched to Savannah with G-eneral 

9 
Prevost. At that time they numbered 213 men. However, in 

February a large group of Loyalists from Worth and South Car¬ 

olina attempted to join the British, and though they were de¬ 

feated at Kettle Creek by Colonel Pickens about three hundred 

escaped and reached the British army. Those who were from 

South Carolina were formed into a second battalion of the 

South Carolina Royalists with Evan McLaurin as lieutenant 

colonel.10 The Worth Carolina men were placed in a corps 

known as the North Carolina. Volunteers, which John Hamilton, 

a Scotch merchant of that state, was raising. The second bat¬ 

talion of the South Carolina Royalists was not large. In 

fact, G-eneral Prevost in June, 1779, suggested that it be 

drafted into the first battalion as it was a mere shadow."'1 

The South Carolina Royalists accompanied Prevost on his 

G-eneral Prevost to Sir William Howe, June 5, 1778, in 
Am. MSS in Roy. Inst., I, 271-273. 

9 State of provincial Levies, 1779, C. 0. 5:156, p.584. 

10 ALT, LIII, 321; G-eneral Prevost to Clinton, March 1, 
1779, C. 0. 5:98, pp.321-328. 

11 
G-eneral Prevost to Sir Henry Clinton, June 16, 1779, in 

Am. MSS in Roy. Inst., I, 448. 
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expedition against Charleston, and a part of the regiment was 

12 
present at the battle of Stono* 

In the defense of Savannah in the fall of 1779, the South 

Carolina Royalists attained distinction, for some of them were 

stationed at the Spring Hill redoubt, against which the strong¬ 

est attack was made, and were commended for their bravery by 

the British officers. Their holding this position was espec¬ 

ially dramatic as the troops they opposed were South Carolina 

Continentals. The chief credit for repelling the attack on 

the Spring Hill redoubt was given to Captain Tawse and a party 

13 
of twenty-five dismounted light dragoons. It was supposed 

by McCrady that Tawse and his men were from South Carolina and 

14 
Georgia. However, this troop of light dragoons was made up 

of men selected from various corps, principally the seventy- 

15 
first and Skinner’s regiments. The former was a Highland 

regiment and the latter was a provincial corps better known as 

the Hew Jersey Volunteers. As Tawse had been a lieutenant of 

16 
the seventy-first regiment prior to being put in command of 

Stednian, American War, II, 129; General Prevost to Clin¬ 
ton, July 14, 1779, in Am." MSS irf'lnst., I, 472. 

13 Ibid., II, 142-143; McCrady, S. Ch in Rev. 1775-1780, 
pp. 410-411. 

14 Ibid., p. 415. 

15 State of the Troops under the Command of Major General 
Prevost, Oct. 17, 1779, C. 0. 5:182, pp. 403-406. 

16 Journal of the siege of Savannah, written by General Pre¬ 
vost to Germain, C. 0. 5:182, Stevens Facsimile 2020, p. 11. 
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this temporary troop of dragoons, most probably he was a na¬ 

tive of Great Britain. 

In the spring of 1780 the South Carolina Royalists marched 

17 
from Savannah to join Clinton at the siege of Charleston. 

Colonel Innes, who had come from hew York with the British 

army, now took command of his regiment for a while. He marched 

with Cornwallis to Camden, then was sent to join Colonel Bal- 

18 
four at Congarees, and proceeded to Ninety Six. On arriv- 

19 
ing there the men were allowed a furlough of two months. 

InnesT regiment was the logical corps to form the garrison at 

Ninety Six as the men were nearly all from that district. How¬ 

ever, they were so lacking in discipline that it was not 

thought advisable for them to be used for that purpose until 

conditions became more settled. Balfour said in regard to 

thi s: 

. . . the want of all sort of discipline in the South 
Carolinians will not admitt of any interference, nor 
will that Corps do here /jit Ninety SlxJ, unless they 
be seriously attended to, as soon as they assemble, 
v/hich I think ought to be on the 1st of August at fur¬ 
thest. Lu 

^ Clinton to Major Prevost, Reb. 18, 1780, Am. MSS in Hoy. 
Inst., II, 91-92. 

Innes to Cornwallis, June 8, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 56. 

Balfour to Cornwallis, June 22, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 92. 

<pr\ 

Balfour to Cornwallis, June 27, 1730, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 97. In another letter Balfour said, "Innes’s corps is u 
best for this garrison when things are settled, but not before. 
Balfour to Cornwallis, June 24, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, no. 95. 
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Innes said at this time, the summer of 1730, that the regi¬ 

ment was unfit for active service. Many of the men regarded 

their duty as completed and expected to be allowed to live at 

home in peace. A considerable number of them had families 

from which they had been separated for two years. Innes 

planned to retain only about a hundred men and to fill up the 

regiment with young and active recruits, nearly two hundred 

21 
of whom were enlisted in June and July, 1780. Recruiting 

was easy in the, summer of 1780 when the British cause seemed 

22 
triumphant and the spirit of loyalty was high. It is prob¬ 

able that the personnel of the regiment was greatly changed 

at this time. 

There was a change of officers as well as of men. Bal¬ 

four in July, 1780, mentioned having some nuselessn officers 

23 
who he hoped would retire.' Evidently a number of them did, 

for of the tv/enty-three officers on the muster rolls of P@- 

24 
cember, 1779, only nine appear on that of February, 1781.^ 

2-^- Innes to Cornwallis, July 28, 1780, ibid., oundle 2, 
no. 168. It is possible that Innes’ statement as to the re¬ 
cruits is based on a letter of Evan McLaurin, in which the 
latter said, n3Mo. of recruits 176 but l think there are more. 
McLaurin to Innes, July 20, ibid., bundle 2, no. 147. 

22 Balfour to Cornwallis, June 27, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 97. 

23 Tnnes to Cornwallis, July 28, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 168. 

24 
Loyalist Muster Rolls (photostats, LC) 
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Tiie original officers of the regiment had been chosen by the 

men and were for the most part back settlers, but only seven 

of those who were officers in 1781 can with certainty be 

identified as persons residing in South Carolina at the out- 

25 
break of the war. " Apparently the back settlers lacked the 

military knowledge which was expected of officers, and the 

British therefore substituted for them experienced men from 

other regiments. Thus, among the officers in 1781 were Cap¬ 

tain Lewis Kenen, Hessian; Captain Alexander Campbell, native 

of Scotland, a volunteer with the army; Lieutenant Daniel 

Cornwall, gentleman of Long Island; Ensign Nathaniel B. Miller, 

gentleman of Rhode Island; and Ensign Charles J. Allicocke, 

26 
of Hew York. The most important change was the replacing 

27 
of Evan McLaurin with Major Thomas Fraser. The latter, a 

Scotch merchant residing in Virginia at the outbreak of the 

war, had come to South Carolina as a lieutenant in the Hew 

York Volunteers. His activity and zeal having impressed Bal- 

These were Lt. Col. Joseph Robinson, Capt. Robert Pearis, 
Capt. Martin Livingston, Capt. George Dawkins, Lt. Moses Whit¬ 
ley, Ensign Hugh Murphey, and Ensign John Livingston. 

List of officers belonging to His Majesty’s British Amer¬ 
ican Forces, 1783, C. 0. 5:111, p. 450. 

^ Sometime in 1780 The second battalion was drafted into 
the first, and as a result Evan McLaurin was reduced to the 
rank of major. However, by surrendering his commission to 
Fraser, he obtained permission to raise another battalion. 
Had he succeeded in this enterprise he would have been again 
raised to the rank of lieutenant colonel. He failed after 
having spent a large part of his property in the attempt. lie 
died in 1782. McLaurin to Balfour, Aug. 16, 1780, Emmet Col¬ 
lection (MSS, HYPL), M; ALT, LIII, 321-322, 337. 
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four, he was raised to the rank of major in the South Carolina 

28 
Royalists in August, 1780. Thereafter he was the real com¬ 

mander of the regiment. Little is heard of Joseph Robinson, 

who obviously was not trusted with command in the field though 

he retained the nominal rank of lieutenant colonel until De- 

29 
eember, 1781, when he was retired. 

The men of the South Carolina Royalists had been furloughed 

in June, 1780, but their repose was soon broken by the out¬ 

break of partisan warfare. In July they were again called 

30 
into service and responded well. In August about a hundred 

31 
of them were in action at the Battle of Musgrove’s Mill. The 

battle proved unfortunate for them, however, as they were de¬ 

feated and limes was badly v/ounded. This was the only battle 

in which Innes commanded his regiment. Like many of the Brit¬ 

ish and provincial officers, he had little taste for service 

32 
in the back country. " He went to Charleston and subsequently 

to Hew York, where his duties as inspector general of the pro¬ 

vincial forces required his presence. 

2Q List of officers belonging to His Majesty’s British Amer¬ 
ican forces, Hov. 13, 1785, C. 6. 5:111, p. 450; Balfour to 
Cornwallis, June 27, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, bundle 2, no. 97. 

^ List of seconded officers, Hov. 13, 1783, C. 0. 5:111,p. 

22 Evan McLaurin to Innes, July 20, 1780, ibid., bundle 2, 
no. 149. 

31 
Mackenzie, Strictures, p. 25. 

52 
Balfour to Cornwallis, June 24, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 

bundle 2, no. 95. 
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Very little is heard, of the South Carolina Royalists dur¬ 

ing the remainder of 1780. Major Fraser was wounded at Mus- 
rr r-r 

grove's Mill, which probably affected the services of his 

regiment. In October at least a part of the regiment was at 

Camden, for fifty of the men were detached with Harrison's 

corps. At that time. Major Fraser was reported as being still 

34 
sick. There seems to have been difficulty in getting some 

of the men to return to their duty, for in December Major 

Fraser issued an order threatening the delinquents. The order 

was regarded by Cornwallis as improper, and Fraser was cen- 

35 
sured for having issued it. In March, 1781, the South Caro¬ 

lina Royalists were stationed at Camden and on the 6th of that 

month had an encounter with Sumter. The latter was retreat¬ 

ing towards the Waxhaws after his expedition south of the San¬ 

tee. Fraser and the South Carolina Royalists met the Ameri¬ 

cans near Radcliffe's Bridge over Lynches River and defeated 

them. Sumter's losses were placed at about ten killed and 

forty wounded, while Fraser's losses are not reported. As 

Fraser had no cavalry he was unable to pursue. A detachment 

of cavalry which was intended to accompany Fraser had been 

33 Mackenzie, Strictures, p. 25. 

34 Turnbull to Cornwallis, Oct. 1, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, 
bundle 3, no. 53. 

33 Rawdon to Cornwallis, Dec. 1, 1780, ibid., bundle 4, 

no. 184. 



. 

.. 
■ 

. 

■ 

. 

. 

- 

. 

. 

- 

. 

. 

• . . t . . 
. 



328 
36 

sent elsewhere. The South Carolina Royalists rendered 

timely service to Rawdon shortly afterwards by reinforcing him 

at Camden when G-reene was about to attack that post.' They 

were also present at the Battle of Hobkirk Hill but did not 

have an important part in the fighting, for they were in the 

rear as a reserve. Nevertheless, they suffered some losses, 

when the American cavalry fell on the rear of the British 

38 
army. 

In 1781 the British were seriously handicapped by the lack 

of cavalry. To remedy this situation a subscription of nearly 

three thousand guineas was made by the inhabitants of Charles¬ 

ton to pay the expense of equipping a corps of dragoons.^" 

Rawdon, being unable to recruit such a corps, decided to con- 

40 
vert the South Carolina Royalists into cavalry. This trans¬ 

formation probably took place early in June, 1781. Rawdon 

said that he selected a regiment connected with South Carolina 

41 
as a compliment to the contributors. However, it seems the 

Rawdon to Watson, March 7, 1781, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist., 
1781-1782, pp. 31-32. 

Johnson, Life of Greene, II, p. 63. 

38 Stedman, American War, II, 396; Royal Gazette (Charles¬ 

ton), May 5-9, 1781. 

38 See p. 249. 

4° Originally there had been two companies of light horse. 
Moreover, that part of the regiment which fought at I. usgrove's 
Mill v/as mounted. Mackenzie, Strictures, p. 25. On the other 
hand, all the companies are reported as infantry on the mus¬ 
ter rolls prior to the latter part of 1781. 

^ Rawdon to Cornwallis, June 5, 1780, in Gibbes, Doc. Hist. 
1731-1782, p. 90. “ 
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men v;ere Lold that their being mounted was a reward for gal- 

42 
lant conduct at Camden, " which probably has reference to the 

Battle of Hobkirk Hill. 

On July 8, 1781, a foraging party of fifty or sixty dra¬ 

goons encountered a detachment of Lee’s Legion; forty-two of 

the former were captured while the latter suffered no loss. 

Tarleton, who had no respect for the Loyalists as soldiers, 

used this instance as an illustration of their lack of fight¬ 

ing ovalities and said that the dragoons surrendered without 

a blow. Mackenzie in defense of the Loyalists pointed out 

that one of the officers in the party. Lieutenant Sutherland, 

was severely wounded by cuts on the head before being captured. 

As Sutherland was an officer in the South Carolina Royalists, 

it is probable that this body of dragoons was wholly or partly 

43 
from that corps. In view of Tarleton’s criticism it should 

be said that these Loyalists had had little training in cav¬ 

alry fighting, that they were surprised (the affair took place 

very close to the British army at a time when it was not known 

that Lee’s cavalry was near), and that they were attacked by 

veteran troops from a select Continental corps. lievertheless, 

it is clear that the South Carolina Royalists were far from 

being equal to some of the other provincial corps, such as the 

Stephen Jarvis, "An American’s Experience in the British 
Army," in Journal of Modern History, I (1907), 462. 

43 Tarleton, Campaigns, p. 505; Mackenzie, Strictures, p. 27; 
Henry Lee, Memoirs _of the War in the Southern Department of 

the United States (edition of 1869), p. 381. 
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British Legion or Lev/ York Volunteers. On the other hand 

the South Carolina Royalists were superior to the American 

militia they encountered. 

As cavalry, the regiment saw much service during the lat¬ 

ter half of 1781 and had a number of engagements with varying 

results. The best known exploit of Fraser and his cavalry 

44 
was the capture of Isaac Hayne; the severest defeat oc¬ 

curred near Parker’s Ferry on August 51, 1781. The South 

Carolina Royalists together with some Hessians and a detach¬ 

ment of the Thirtieth Regiment, while on a foraging expedi¬ 

tion, were decoyed into an ambuscade by Marion. The cavalry, 

seeing a few of the enemy in the road on the edge of a swamp, 

pursued and soon found themselves on a causeway parallel to 

the ambuscade, '..'edged closely together, they received the 

fire of over two hundred picked backwoodsmen at a range of 

forty or fifty yards. When Fraser attempted to charge, he 

only exposed his men the more; finally he had to retreat 

across the entire length of the ambuscade. The infantry to¬ 

gether with a small cannon were then brought up and the Amer¬ 

icans retreated--!! is claimed for lack of ammunition. Marion 

did not lose a man in this his greatest coup. Stephen Jarvis, 

an officer of the South Carolina Royalists, has left a vivid 

description of his terrible experience on this occasion. 

44 
Royal Gazette (Charleston), July 11, 1781. 
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Y.e only saw the flash of the pieces the enemy was so 
completely hid from our view, and we had only to push 
forward men and horses falling before and behind. We 
lost one hundred twenty-five men killed and a s?reat 
many wounded, and the enemy retired without the loss 
of a man. All our artillery were killed or wounded 
before they could bring their guns to bear upon the 
enemy. 

The loss of the cavalry is supposed to have greatly handicapped 

the British at the Battle of Eutaw, which was fought shortly 

45 
afterwards. 

In January, 1782, Colonel Benjamin Thompson, a dashing 

Loyalist from hew Hampshire, who later became Count Rumford, 

stopped a short while at Charleston en route to New York from 

London. He offered his services to General Leslie, who then 

commanded in South Carolina, and was given charge of all the 

46 
cavalry units. It was his opinion that the Loyalists were 

47 
brave and accustomed to fire and sword but lacked method, 

which he proceeded to supply. Under his leadership two parties 

of Marion’s men were routed. On February 24, Thompson marched 

forty-five miles and defeated a party of militia and Horry’s 

recently raised corps of dragoons. Thirty of the Americans 

were found des.d and some prisoners were taken. The British 

lost only one man wounded. Next morning Thompson came upon 

^5 ,(An American’s Experience in the British Army,,f in 
Journal of Modern History, I (1907), 728; James, Life of Mar¬ 
ion, pp."'126-128." 

Leslie to Clinton, January 29, 1782, in Am. MSS in Roy. 
Inst., II, 388. 

*Thompson to Germain, Jan. 15, 1782, in Historical Manu¬ 
script Commission, The Manuscripts of Mrs. Stopford-Sackville .. ., 
II, 251. 
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Marion with Mahan's dragoons and some militia. Both sides 

ordered a charge, but the Americans became confused and fled. 

According to the British account many were killed and others 

drowned in attempting to swim the Santee. Marion gives no 

figures for the losses but states that the British did not 

pursue far and that he rallied enough men in less than half 

a mile to cover the retreat. Marion was never able successful 

to oppose the Loyalist dragoons in the open as his men were 

inexperienced in cavalry fighting. Moreover, at the time of 

these defeats, 1782, Marion's force was composed largely of 

persons who had taken British protection and had only recently 

returned to the American side. Thompson’s men consisted of a 

troop of the Mew York Volunteers, four troops of the South 

Carolina Loyalists, some men from the British Legion, a troop 

of North Carolinians under a Captain Grilles, and two troops 

of mounted militia. 

Mo further serious fighting was done by the South Carolina 

Royalists during the remainder of the war. They made a number 

of raids, on one of which they captured Judge Pend^jlton.^ 

In August, 1782, they had a final encounter with Marion’s men 

at the Wadboo Barony. As the latter, on this occasion were 

..8 Thompson to Leslie, Feb. 24, 1782, in Am, MSS in Roy. 
Inst., II, 403-405; Thompson to Leslie, Feb. 25, 1782, ibid., 
II, 405-407; Marlon to Horry, March 2, 1782, in Gibbes, Doc. 
Hist., 1781-1782, pp. 260-261; James, Life of Marion, ppTTSl- 
163. 

49 Thomas Pinckney to General Greene, March 31, 1782, in 
'’Letters to General Greene and Others,” SCHGM, (1915)/XVL, 
141-142. —— 



. 

- o' ^ _t --l ijy. , 

c • • •. .c c\' 

•"•-• ' 1 .. 

• . - . ■ ' 

. 
oiid- -o oc*: 

- - 

. O. C 

' 

• ' 

• - , , - ' 

t V ■ • ' • 

. 

. 
, - 

. 
v . . . • . 

. 

. . ... 



333 

protected by buildings and trees, the Loyalist dragoons were 

50 
repulsed. On the evacuation of Charleston the regiment was 

51 
sent to Florida, but many of the men had previously deserted."' 

The regiment remained in Florida until that province was 

turned over to Spain. Apparently about two thirds of the men 

got their discharges in Florida.''"" The remainder went to Nova 

53 
Scotia and were given lands at Stormont. 

The South Carolina Royalists was never a large regiment. 

Containing about 260 men, exclusive of officers, at the time 

54 
of formation, it had been reduced to 213 by January, 1779. 

In the latter part of that year, however, it had increased to 

339. The increase continued until December, 1780, when a max¬ 

imum enrollment of 385 was reached. This was still consider¬ 

ably short of the quota of 470 rank and file which had been 

set for the regiment. Throughout 1781, the number of men was 

in excess of 300. It should be noted, however, that the 

strength of the regiment was kept up not by recruiting but by 

drafting into it Harrison's corps and Campbell's independent 

troop/ Heavy desertion among the southern provincial troops 

50 

at Yv 

51 

Inst 

52 

53 

Henry A. Ivl. Smith, "G-eneral Marion's Report of the Affair 
adboo, ibid., XVII (1916), 176-177. 

Leslie to Carleton, August 10, 1782, in Am. MSS in Roy. 
., Ill, 64. 

McArthur to Carleton, Sept. 12, 1783, ibid., IV, 351. 

Siebert, Loyalists in East Florida, I, 155-154. 

54 

55 

See p. 320. 

See p. 335. 
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56 
accompanied the decline of British power in 1782 and by 

June of tha.t year the South Carolina Royalists numbered but 

238. There was a slight increase when plans for the evacua¬ 

tion of Charleston were made, the number of men rising to 265 

in September, 1782. Yihen the regiment reached Florida the num¬ 

ber dropped at first and thereafter remained almost constant, 

being 196 in March, 193 in July, and 190 in October, 1783.57 

B. Other Regiments Composed Largely of South Carolina Loyalists 

After the fall of Charleston Cornwallis decided to raise 

two provincial regiments of five hundred men each, one com¬ 

manded by Robert Cunningham, the other by John Harrison. The 

results were disappointing, for Cunningham abandoned the at¬ 

tempt to raise his corps, while the maximum strength of Harri¬ 

son’s corps was only a hundred men, officers included. Often 

there were less than fifty men. In November, 1781, Harrison 

brought a considerable number of men, as many as three hundred 

perhaps, to the British camp. These men were anxious to be 

issued clothing, but when they learned that acceptance of a 

uniform, would make them liable to be drafted into one of the 

regular regiments, three-fourths of them went home. Even those 

who remained did not come up to the standards expected of pro¬ 

vincials. As Rawdon said, they wanted to plunder, not do 

56 

57 

from 
5:100 
C. 0. 
PP. 2 
268, 
216* 
55-56 

Leslie to Clinton, Dec. 4, 1781, C. 0. 5:104, p. 320. 

The figures cited in this paragraph have been obtained 
troops returns in C. 0. 5:99, pp. 27-29, 514-516; C. 0. 

pp. 200, 207; C. 0. 5:101, p. Ill; C. 0. 5:102, p. 208; 
5:103, pp. 32Q-322; C. 0. 5:104, p. 121; C. 0. 5:106, 

65-266; C. 0. 5:107, pp. 211-214; C. 0. 5:108, pp. 267- 
532-534; C. 0. 5:109, pp. 222-223; C. 0. 5:110, pp. 214- _ 
558; C. 0. 5:111, pp. 117-149; C. 0. 5:156, p. 584-, 
, 301. 
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regular duty. In October, 1781, the South Carolina Rangers, 

being only fifty-six strong, were drafted into the South Caro¬ 

lina Royalists."' 

Andrew Deveaux, also, was given permission to raise a 

regiment, but succeeded in raising only two troops. These evi¬ 

dently saw considerable service, for he said that many of his 

men were killed. They were disbanded when the British with- 

drew to the vicinity of Charleston.’ An independent troop 

of cavalry, called the South Carolina Dragoons, was raised by 

Edward Fenwick in January, 1781. It contained only thirty- 

four men, besides the three officers.Another independent 

troop of horse was recruited in the neighborhood of G-eorge- 

town by a British officer. Captain Archibald Campbell, some¬ 

times referred to as "Mad Archy." It consisted of only 26 

men, not including officers. The lieutenant, Stephen Jarvis, 

was a Connecticut Loyalist who had come to South Carolina as 

an officer in the Queens Rangers. In August, 1781, Campbell’s 
0 

troop was drafted into the South Carolina Royalists.' Major 

^ Cornwallis to Clinton, July 14, 1780, in Clinton-Corn- 
wallis Controversy, I, 324; Rawdon to Cornwallis, Nov. 21, 
1780, Cornwallis Papers, bundle 4, no. 87; Loyalist Muster 
Rolls (photostats, LC); William 0. Raymond, "Loyalists in 
Arms," in hew Brunswick Historical Society Collections, II, 
221; ALT, LIB', 462. See also p. 333. 

59 

60 

ists 

ALT, LVTI, 33; Mackenzie, Strictures, pp. 168-169. 

Loyalist Muster Rolls (photostats, LC); Raymond, "Loval- 
in Arms," in New Brimswick Historical Society Collections, 

II, 221. 

"An American’s Experience in the British Army," in Jour¬ 
nal of American History, I (1907, 462-464; McCrady, S. C. in 
Rev., 1780-1783, p. 592. 
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James Dunlap, or Dunlop, another Loyalist who began his mili¬ 

tary career in the Queens Rangers, raised two or more troops 

of dragoons in Ninety Six District. He and seventy-five of 

his men were defeated by Pickens, thirty-four being killed 

62 
and tne others captured. Another troop of his corps, con¬ 

taining twenty-three officers and men, was disbanded at Orange- 
rr rz 

burg in July, 1781.° 

A considerable number of South Carolina Loyalists served 

in the King’s Rangers, often called the King’s Carolina Ran¬ 

gers. This corps was originally known as the East Florida 

Rangers, having been raised by Governor Tonyn of that province 

in 1776. It was composed of men who had been employed in the 

Indian trade and of refugees from the Carolinas and Georgia. 

Thomas Brown was given the rank of lieutenant colonel and 

placed in command. This regiment played an important part in 

the defense of Florida in 1778, took part in the campaign of 

1779 in South Carolina and Georgia, and after the fall of Char¬ 

leston was made the garrison for the post at Augusta. It was 

the only southern provincial corps which was entrusted with 

such an important assignment, and Brown and his men justified 

their being chosen for this duty by making two stubborn de¬ 

fenses of their post, once successfully against Elijah Clarke 

in 1780 and once unsuccessfully against Pickens and Lee in 

1781. Though captured on the latter occasion, the men were 

Ibid., pp. 19-20, 127-128, 737; "Dunlop” to Cornwallis, 

Nov. 8, 1780, Cornwallis Papers, bundle 4, no. 30. 

63 Loyalist Muster Rolls (photostats, LC). 
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soon exchanged and back in service. At the close of the war 

some of the men went to Nova Scotia and received land at St. 

Mary’s Bay, while others, perhaps a majority, settled in the 

Bahama Islands. The proportion of South Carolina Loyalists 

in this regiment is not known. Apparently, in the summer of 

1780 a majority of the men were from that state. At that 

time the enrollment was 244. In 1782 the enrollment was at 

Its maximum, being 375, but the increase, it is presumed, 

came from Georgia, for Brown had not been allowed to recru.it 

in South Carolina and a provincial corps known as the Georgia 

Loyalists had been drafted into the Ming’s Carolina Rangers. 

Of the officers in 1782, four only, namely. Lieutenant John 

Hybart, Ensign Richard Pearis, Ensign Joshua Garret, and Chap- 

lain James Stewart, had been residents of South Carolina at 

64 
the outbreak of the war. 

Lord Charles Montagu, former royal governor of South Caro¬ 

lina, raised a regiment of 530 men from the Continental pri¬ 

soners at Charleston. It was known as the Duke of Cumberland 

Regiment. It is doubtful if these men can be considered Loyal¬ 

ists, for the British used harsh measures to force them to 

enlist and they agreed to serve in the West Indies only. On 

Siebert, Loyalists in East Florida, I, 38, 53, 154; II, 
325-325, 375; Prevost to Clinton, Sept. 25, 1778, in Am. MSS 
in Roy. Inst., I, 302; Tonyn to Howe, Feb. 24, 1778, ibid., 
I, 187-199; McArthur to Carleton, Sept. 12, 1783, ibid., IV, 
350-351; Brown to Cornwallis, July 16, 1780, CornwaTTTs Papers, 
bundle 2, no. 140; Brown to Cornwallis, Dec. 17, 1780, ibid., 
bundle 4, no. 171; William 0. Raymond, "Roll of Officers" "of 
the British American or Loyalist Corps," in Nov/ Brunswick His¬ 
torical Society Collections, II, 224-272; LisTT”of officers 
belonging b'o' His Majesty* s British American f orces in North 
America, 1783, C. ol 5:111, pp. 448-450. 
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the other hand, they went to Nova Scotia, like many other 

Loyalists, at the close of the war and received lands there. 

Some of the men, no doubt, were from South Carolina, but ac¬ 

cording to Governor Martin of North Carolina, Montagu’s corps 

was “generally composed of the Virginia and North Carolina 

Captive Soldiers."6'' 

It cannot be said that the provincial corps raised in 

the southern states formed an important part of the British 

army. The number of men raised, it is true, was considerable. 

Thomas Brown claimed that he raised twelve hundred men, of 

whom over five hundred were killed in service.66 It is prob¬ 

able that he credited himself with being responsible for the 

raising of the South Carolina Royalists as well as the King’s 

Carolina Rangers. In addition to the corps mentioned, two 

67 
regiments were raised in North Carolina. However, in 

quality and service performed, the southern provincial corps 

were not in the same class with the regiments raised in New 

York and other northern states, which regiments comprised a 

65 Ramsay, Hist, of S. CL I, 461; Johnson, Life of Greene, 
II, 469-470; Martin to Lillington, Feb. 17, 1783, in N. C. 
St. Rees., XVI, 739; editorial notes on Lord Charles Greville 
Montagu, in SCEGM, XXXIII (1932), 259-260. 

66 Brown to Carleton, n. d., in Am. MSS in Roy. Inst., 
III, 322-323. 

67 One of these, the Royal North Carolina Regiment, also 
known as the North Carolina Volunteers, reached a maximum en¬ 
rollment of 460 men in August, 1780. Siebert, Loyalists in 
East Florida, II, 375. The other regiment, the North Caro¬ 
lina Highlanders, never had more than 83 men. Raymond, 
"Loyalists in Arms, in New Brunswick Historical 5ociety Col- 
lections, II, 221. 
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large part of the British army in South Carolina. Nor were 

the southern Loyalist officers equal in ability to such men 

6° 
as Cruger, Allen, Turnbull, Coffin, and Benjamin Thompson. 

The only Loyalist officers from the southern states who can 

69 
be compared with these are Thomas Brown and John Hamilton, 

both of them Scotchmen. 

63 McCrady, S. C. in Rev., 1730-1783, p. 737. 

Lieutenant colonel of the Royal North Carolina Regiment. 69 
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CHAPTER XII 

THE LOYALISTS WITHIN THE STATE 

On the reoccupation of Charleston by the American troops, 

special precautions were taken to prevent violence to the per¬ 

sons found in the town. The American army moved into the town 

as the British army retired, so that no interval elapsed dur¬ 

ing which disorders might take place. Only Continental troops 

were allowed to take part in the triumphal entry, the militia 

being excluded by orders of Governor Matthews, lest some of 

its members should take vengence on obnoxious individuals. 

According to all trustworthy accounts no disorders took place. 

All the white male adults who were found in Charleston 

lb 
were technically British adherents. They may be d.ivided into 

A Loyalist historian. Judge Thomas Jones of New York, 
charged that at the time of the evacuation of Charleston 
twenty-four "reputable Loyalists” were hanged on the water frent 
in sight of the British fleet and that other persons were 
tarred and feathered and thrown in a pond. These charges were 
accepted as true by a recent British historian, Golawin Smith. 
A careful study of all contemporary accounts has shown that 
Jones* 1 information is uncorroborated and that according to re¬ 
putable witnesses, British as well as American, no violence 
took place. Joseph W. Barnwell, "The Evacuation of Charleston 
by the British in 1782,” in SCHGM, XI (1910), 1-26. 

1 b 
The inhabitants of Charleston who had not taken British 

protection, or in other words had remained as prisoners on par¬ 
ole, had been exchanged in the summer of 1781. Their families 
had been sent out of Charleston at the same time. A number of 
persons ?/ho took British protection had left the town at the 
time of Rutledae1s proclamation in the fall of 1781. McCrady, 
S. C. in Rev.,'1780-1783, pp. 357, 363-364, 377-379, 527. 
Others had left Charleston and surrendered to Governor I,lafctheY/s 
in the summer of 1782, See p. 243. 
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four classes as follows: (1) British merchants who had signed 

a special agreement with governor Matthews; (2) other persons 

who had never been citizens of South Carolina; (3) former citi¬ 

zens who having taken protection had not returned to allegiance 

to the state; (4) persons included in the confiscation act. 

The members of each of the four classes received a different 

treatment. 

The status of the British merchants had been fixed prior 

to the evacuation. By a written agreement Governor Matthews 

had given them permission to remain in South Carolina for six 

months in order that they might collect debts and. dispose of 

their stock of merchandise. When the legislature met, early 

in 1785, these merchants petitioned for an extension of time. 

Much antagonism towards these British subjects was shown by 

some of the inhabitants who presented a counter petition to 

the legislature declaring that the happiness over regaining 

the city was lessened by the presence of the merchants. But 

as those who were in debt to the merchants desired additional 

time to meet their obligation, the legislature authorized the 

governor to renew the agreement. However, the ratification 

of the preliminary peace treaty made such a compact unneces¬ 

sary.2 

2 SJ, Jan. 30, 1783, pp. 56-57; HJ, March 3, 1783, pp. 257- 
239, Aug. 2, 1783, p. 18; Petition of British merchants to the 
Senate,^1783 (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.); Gazette of the State of 
South Carolina, July 12, 1783, South Caro 1 inaT7eek'ly Gazette, 
Sept. 27, 1733. 
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All those who had never been citizens of South Carolina 

and who had not been included in the above mentioned agreement 

with Governor Hatthews were required to give their paroles as 

prisoners of war. Very few of the men in this class should 
17 

be considered South Carolina Loyalists.0 The great majority 

of them had come to Charleston during the British occupation. 

Some were Loyalists from other states; others had come from 

Cfreat Britain and from the West Indies; a few were refugees 

driven from West Florida by the Spaniards; nine of them were 

Jews; and there was a Hessian officer, Arthur de Bardeleben, 

who had resigned his commission in hopes of being allowed to 

settle in America. Pihen the legislature met in January, 1783, 

nearly all the prisoners on parole petitioned for citizenship, 

as did many of the merchants who had signed the agreement with 

Governor Matthews. A committee was appointed which made a 

careful examination into the war record of each petitioner.^ 

The legislature granted citizenship to 67 of the 104 applicants. 

It rejected the petitions of 16 persons who had been banished 

3 Six were Loyalists who had formerly resided in South 
Carolina. These were James Askew, William Brisbane, James 
Philips, John Powell, William Simpson, and George Tunno. Two 
others,Joel Poinsett and Archibald Smith, were natives of 
South Carolina. At the outbreak of the war they were at 
school in England. They did not return until the British oc¬ 
cupation of Charleston. 

^ MThe Examination of the Citizens 1783n (MS, S. C. Hist. 
Com.); petitions of the various applicants for citizenship 
(MSS, S. C. Hist. Com.); abstracts of the petitions for 
citizenship, SJ, 1783, passim; Barnett A. Elzas, The Jews of 
South Carolina from the Earliest Times to the Present Day, 
pp. 97-98. 
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3 

by the laws of various states. Pour of these were allowed 

... 6 7 
to remain temporarily; the others were ordered to depart. 

In the cases where no decision was made the persons, pre¬ 

sumably, were allowed to remain in the state. The peace treaty 

relieved them of the disagreeable status of prisoners on parole. 

In the following year the legislature turned over to the courts 

8 
the business of admission to citizenship. " 

The state government seems to have hesitated to adopt a 

definite policy with respect to the third class of persons 

found in Charleston, that is, former citizens who, having taken 

British protection, had not returned to allegiance to the state. 

The governor and council referred the question of their sto.tus 

9 
to the legislature. A committee of the Senate recommended 

c. 
Report of the Senate committee on the petition of British 

Merchants, March 9, 1783 (MS, S. C. Eist. Com); "Recorded and 
Avowed Enemies to These States'* (MS, S. C. Eist. Com.); JSE, 
March 11, 16, 17, 1783, pp. 296-297, 353-354, 367; SJ, March 
17, 1783, p. 567. 

6 
Thomas Hooper, Andrew Miller, and Ralph Macnair, all of 

them having been banished by North Carolina, and William Scar¬ 
borough, who had been banished by Massachusetts, were allowed 
to remain until March 1, 1784, in order to petition their 
respective states for relief from the act of banishment. 

7 
These were reluctant to leave and managed to remain in 

Charleston for several months. Finally in October, 1783, the 
governor and coimcil ordered the sheriff to confine them in 
jail until they could be transported to British territory. 

Journal of the Executive Council, October 11, 1783, p. 174. 

3 
Cooper, Statutes, IV, 601, 

9 
JHR, Jan. 24, 1783, p. 6 
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that these persons be received as citizens on their taking an 

oath of allegiance to the state, but no action was ever talien 

on this recommendation. For a time they were not regarded as 

citizens and in accordance with an act of 1732 they were ex¬ 

cluded from voting. This was of slight importance o.s only 

special elections were held in 1733 and the restrictions ex- 

11 
pired before the general election of 1784. In general these 

12 
people were from the laboring element in Charleston, " but 

among them was also Rawlins Lowndes, former governor of the 

state. 

Among those who did not depart with the British were ten 

persons who had been specifically banished by the confiscation 

act of 1732. Their names were David Bruce, Thomas Buckle, Sr., 

William Burt, John Walters Gibbes, John Earth, Patrick Hinds, 

Robert Lindsay, John Ward, James Rugge, and John Wragg. They 

were arrested and confined in the common jail. All of them 

were among the petitioners for relief from the confiscation 

act, and their cases were the first ones considered by the 

10 SJ, Feb. 8, 1783, p. 98. 

Letter to the public signed "A Steady and Open Republican" 
[Gadsden) , Gazette of the State of South Carolina, July 17, 
1734. ' ' ' ‘ " ' 

12 
Letter signed "Democratic Gentle-Touch," ibid., May 13, 

1784. 

Petition of Lowndes to Senate, Feb. 14, 1783 (MS, S. C. 
Hist, Com.) On the grounds that he was not a citizen, the Sen¬ 
ate refused to allow" Lowndes to act as attorney for Henry 
Peronneau in regard to a petition which was presented in favor 
of the latter, SJ, Feb. 15, 1783, p. 143. 
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14 
House of Representatives. About the middle of March an act 

was passed postponing the sale of their property and releas¬ 

ing them from confinement on giving security for good behav- 

15 16 
ior David Bruce, however, had died in prison. 

Several others who were named in the confiscation act did 

not depart with the British. Three of them, namely, James 

Lynah, Edmund Petrie, and Richard Wayne were not imprisoned, 

17 
for they had furnished the American army with information. 

IS 19 
Joseph Seabrook, Andrew Hibben, and Philip Porcher also re¬ 

mained in the state. They were arrested, but in the case of 

Philip Porcher it was only technical imprisonment. He was 

allowed to remain at his plantation until the meeting of the 

assembly, when he moved to Charleston where he was confined 

20 
to the house of his sister." Aaron Loocock, who returned 

JHR, Jan. 24, March 5, 1783, pp. 6, 254-25S. 

15 Cooper, Statutes, IV, 554. William Burt and James Rugge 

were not included in the benefits of this act, but it is evi¬ 
dent that they were released from prison, for in October they 
were among those whom the governor ordered arrested and con¬ 
fined until they could be deported. Journal of the Executive 

Council, Oct. 11, 1783, p. 174. 

Petition of Robert Bruce, Peb. 18, 1784 (MS, S. C. Hist, 

Com. ) 

JHR, Jan. 24, 1783, p. 6, 

18 Petition of Joseph Seabrook to Senate, 1783 (MS, S. C. 

Hist. Com.) 

Petition of Andrew Hibben to Senate, 1783 (MS, S, C. Hist. 
Com. ) 

80 Stephen Mazyck to Peter Porcher, June 14, 1783 (MS, Hu¬ 

guenot Society, Charleston). 
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to Charleston shortly after the evacuation, was arrested but 

obtained comfortable quarters by renting a room in the home 

of the jailer. 

It has been shown that no violence to Loyalists and British 

subjects was allowed at the time of the occupation of Charles¬ 

ton by the American army. This good order was not always 

maintained, for during 1783 and 1784 there were many instances 

of mob violence against Loyalists and British subjects in Char¬ 

leston. The worst outbreak occurred in July, 1783. Thomas 

Barron, a British merchant, publicly insulted a French citi¬ 

zen by the name of Bones. A fight resulted in which the 

latter was injured. This served as an excuse for vengence on 

Loyalists, and for two successive nights a mob pumped water 

on persons whom they deemed obnoxious. Several days later a 

public meeting was held, at which a resolution was adopted 

asking the legislature to refuse to allow the return to the 

22 
state of any person who had borne arms with the British. 

The return of many exiles in consequence of the revision 

of the confiscation act furnished occasions for violence. 

The anti-Loyalist faction posted handbills containing a warn¬ 

ing for thirteen persons to depart. This was virtually a 

challenge to the government, for twelve of the threatened 

persons had been relieved from banishment by act of the legis¬ 

lature and the thirteenth had returned temporarily to collect 

21 South Carolina V/eekly Gazette, July 19, 1783. 

22 South Carolina Gazette and General Advertiser, July 8, 

12, 15, 22, 1783. 
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debts, a right which had been given by the peace treaty. The 

governor answered this challenge with a proclamation offering 

a reward for information leading to the conviction of those 

23 
responsible for the handbills." The thirteen persons warned 

apparently were not molested, but a few months later Gilbert 

Chalmers, another of the returned exiles, complained that on 

two occasions his house had been surrounded at night by per¬ 

sons in disguise who threatened his life. Apparently he was 

frightened into leaving the state, for a notice of his inten- 

24 
tions to depart appeared in a newspaper soon afterwards. 

Throughout the summer of 1784, acts of violence continued 

to take place. The mob action and anti-Loyalist agitation was 

instiga ed by an organization called the Anti-Britanni Marine 

Society at the head of which was Commodore Alexander Gillon. 

He had succeeded Gadsden as leader of the radical element in 

Charleston. Many who disapproved of Gillon's activities stood 

so much in awe of his political power that they regarded the 

situation as irremediable. But in September, 1784, it was re¬ 

vealed that the radicals were in the minority, for Richard 

Hutson, a conservative, defeated Gillon for the office of in- 

tendent of Charleston. Hutson had been one of the virtuous 

few,” that is, one of those who had not taken British protec¬ 

tion. Furthermore, he had been imprisoned at St. Augustine by 

23 
South Carolina Gazette and Public Advertiser, May 5, 1784 

South Carolina Gazette and General Advertiser, April 9, 17 4. 

24 Ibid., July 1, 15, 1783. 
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the British. Yet he now came forward as the protector of the 

Loyalists and British merchants. Shortly after his election 

he prevented the forming of a mob by ordering the arrest of 

all who appeared at the apjjointed meeting place. This event, 

apparently, marked the end of violence to Loyalists in Char- 

, , 25 
leston. 

The election and attitude of Hutson indicated a shift of 

political alignments in South Carolina. Prom the beginning 

there had been a radical and conservative wing to the Revo¬ 

lutionary party. Lhen victory removed the necessity of co¬ 

operation, the breach betv/een the two widened. Eventually 

this led the conservative element to combine with the remnant 

of the Loyalist element. That such an alliance would take 

place was not immediately apparent, for Burke’s famous pam¬ 

phlet against the confiscation acts was also an attack on the 

aristocratic faction. Rutledge was not only blamed as the 

author of confiscation policy but was also accused of having 

fixed the qualifications of voting in the election of members 

to the Jacksonborough Assembly with a view to excluding as 

26 
much of the democratic element as possible." However, Burke 

was a free lance in politics and represented no faction. When 

the question of revising the confiscation and amercement acts 

o c: 
South Carolina Gazette and Public Advertiser, Sept. 15, 

18, 29, 1784; Allan Nevins, The American States During and 

After the Revolution 1775-1789, pp. 397-403; William S. Robert- 

son. The Pi ary of Francisco, Tour of the United States, 1785- 

1784,"i~ 

26 Cassius, An Address to the Freemen of the State of South 

Carolina, pp. 3-S, 15, 19-21. 
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came up, it was generally the conservatives who favored allow¬ 

ing the banished persons to return while the radicals opposed. 

Such a development was natural, for from an emotional angle 

prejudice was more likely to be tempered by reason among the 

upper class, and family ties with the Loyalists were close. 

The upper class was anxious for the resumption of trade with 

Great Britain, and those who belonged to the creditor class 

saw eye to eye with the British merchants on questions of 

finance and the payment of debts. 

GilIon and his friends played up the iniquities of the 

Loyalists and British merchants in a number of political letters 

and articles printed in the Charleston gazettes in 1783 and 

1784, particularly during the election campaign of 1784. They 

also made attacks on the conservatives whom they called ’’Ifebobs1' 

and aristocrats. Some of their articles were violent and even 

vile, but the pansage cited below is a sample of their writing 

at its best. 

The Nabobs have shewn, and now do shew, a disposition 
to introduce an Aristocratical form of government into 
this State, to which the Tories and torified party will 
readily assent; as such a form of government better 
agrees with their rooted principles than a free Demo¬ 
cratic form. 

In the legislature we find men who at the commencement 
of, and during the late war, enforced upon us with a 
seeming warmth and sincerity, the impropriety and dan¬ 
ger of ever again trusting Tories with any share of our 
government, who are no?? eq.ua.lly warm in inculcating 
the propriety and necessity of accepting them as fellow- 
citizens I . . . This sudden and total change of senti¬ 
ment and conduct in those of whose public virtue we 
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entertained no doubt, is a convincing proof, that Tory 
influence and Tory gold have seized on too great a 
part of the community.HI 

The radicals were answered by a one-time leader of radi¬ 

cals, Christopher Gadsden, who took the position that the stories 

of violence and persecution would injure the state by affect¬ 

ing adversely trade with foreign countries. He warned that 

great opportunities for trade were being risked for a narrow 

gratification of revenge "on a few individuals at our feet.”20 

In answer to his plea against violence, Gadsden was reminded 

by his opponents that in 1765 he had led a mob against the 

29 
house of Henry Laurens. 

Many of the Loyalists of the rural parts of South Carolina 

did not depart with the British. Many others who had gone as 

exiles to Florida returned when that province was ceded to 

Spain. In the country Loyalists were treated with greater vio¬ 

lence than in the town, for in some instances they were killed. 

This was usually represented as punishment for alleged crimes 

committed during the war. The most famous case and the one 

^ Gazet~ke of the State of South Carolina, Aug. IS, 1784. 

For other examples of these political articles, see ibid., Oct. 
15, 1783; Jan. 8, May 6, July 15, 17, Aug. 26, 30, 1784; South 
Carolina Gazette and General Advertiser, July 15, 19, 1783;. 

South Carolina Gazette and Public Advertiser, July 24, 28, 

Sept. 29, 1784; South Carolina Weekly Gazette, July 19, 1783. 

28 Gadsden denied being an aristocrat and signed his articles 
"A Steady and Open Republican." Gazette of the State of South 
Carolina, May 6, 1784. 

29 Ibid., Sept. 9, 1784. 
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in which the issue was most clearly drawn occurred in Ninety 

Six District. A Loyalist named Love, who had taken a promi¬ 

nent part in the massacre at Hayes’ Station (it was alleged 

that he tortured some of the victims), indiscreetly returned. 

He was brought into court on the charge of murder. Although 

Judge Burke ordered him released on the grounds that killing 

an opponent in warfare was not murder, he was hanged by the 

people, the execution being carried out just as if he had been 

legally condemned. Judge Burke reported the matter to the 

governor, representing it as a challenge to government yet ad- 

30 
mitting that the victim deserved his fate. It was also re¬ 

lated that twelve Loyalists who returned to their homes on 

Pishing Greek were ordered to depart and that on their failure 

31 
to heed this warning eight of them were killed.' 

Another example of revenge was the flogging of William Rees. 

He was a man of prominence at the High Hills of Santee and dur¬ 

ing the early part of the war served as captain in the Whig 

militia. During the British occupation he accepted commissions 

as magistrate and as captain in their militia. He was banished 

by the confiscation act of 1782 but in 1784 his property was 

restored and he allowed to return. On his arrival he was met 

at a tavern by a group of men who charged him with having mis- 

30 
"Biographical Sketch of the Career of Major ..illiam Cun¬ 

ningham, of South Carolina,1*' in The Southern and Western Lit¬ 
erary Messenger and Review, XII (October, 1346), 385-386. 

31 
Gazette of the State of South Carolina, May 6, 1784. 
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treated them during the time he was acting under the British. 

The chief accusations were that he had caused the Imprison¬ 

ment of two men for attempting to conceal some of General 

Sumter’s property, that he had captured a Whig and delivered 

him up to the British to be hanged, that he had captured an¬ 

other man who -would have been hanged If a heavy bond had not 

been obtained, that he had threatened and abused others, and 

that he had used his influence to make the people give up 

their paroles and become British subjects. Rees was inclined 

to "brave it out" and defend his conduct. A quarrel resulted 

but ended when Rees got a gun. A few days later a party of 

men went to Rees’ home and gave him fifty lashes with hick¬ 

ories. There is reason to believe that the leader was none 

32 
other than General Bomas Sumter. 

There was a sequel to this affair. The details of the 

flogging together with threats to treat others similarly 

were printed in a Charleston newspaper in the form of a letter 

signed I. M’ K. Evidently the purpose was to make political 

capital against the aristocratic element in the approaching 
rz *z 

election.Several months later, just before the election 

was held, a letter was published, apparently with the purpose 

of counteracting the first. It was signed by three of the 

men who had participated in the flogging. They denounced 

32 Gregorie, Thomas Sumter, pp. 207-209; Gazette of the State 

of South Carolina, April 19, 1784. 

33 The political nature of the letter was commented on in 
an article signed "A Steady and Open Republican" jjGadsden], 
ibid.. May 6, 1784. 



. - 

- 

< _o•' 

. 

'lire , orfw iUQm leriio 

o i e. i • . rr . eo 

.. • , ' . 

. 

. 

. 
. 

' 

< — ' t - i 

. 

. 

. 



354 

I. M’ K. as James McCormack who had himself acted in the Brit¬ 

ish interest and who they said was merely trying to gain pop¬ 

ularity with those that did not know his real character. Fur¬ 

thermore, they promised not to extend resentment against any 

others admitted to citizenship by the assembly and recognized 

3 4 
their duty to obey the laws of their country. 

But this violence to Loyalists loses much of its importance 

when it is realized that there were other forms of lawlessness 

in the back country of South Carolina and that order was not 

established for several years after the war. In 1784 Judge 

Burke reported that in a part of Ninety Six District trade had 

ceased because no one dared to appear on the road with a wagon 

and good horses.' Colonel Bratton said that conditions were 

as bad in Camden District as they had been during the war. 

Robbery was committed openly in daytime and persons who at- 

tempted, to oppose the thieves were flogged.' A large pro¬ 

portion of these thieves were returned Loyalists. The dis¬ 

orders were most prevalent in the neighborhood of Orangeburg 

and in the region between the Saluda and the Catawba-Wateree, 

areas in which many of the exiles had formerly lived and in 

which they could find harborers. On the other hand some of 

the thieves were "outliers” who had belonged to neither party 

and who were of the same element that had infested the frontier 

34 Ibid., Sept. 13, 1784. 

33 Burke to G-uerard, Dec. 14, 1783 (MS, S. C. Mist. Com.) 

Bratton to Guerard, Feb. 15, 1784 (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 
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in the days of the Regulators. The state government restored 

order by raising troops of light cavalry to patrol the in- 

37 
fested sections/ 

Though the Loyalists complained of being treat unfairly 

in the courts, the judges certainly made great efforts to pro¬ 

tect them. In his charge to the grand jury at Ninety Six in 

1783, Judge Burke expressed concern that disputes about per¬ 

sons ’’formerly called Tories” prevailed. He urged that the 

law be obeyed, and at the same time he sought to appeal to the 

compassion of the people by pointing out that many of the exiles 

had- left wives and children in the state. ° At Camden and 

Cheraw Judge Grimke made appeals against private revenge, tell¬ 

ing the juries that former Tories who had thrown themselves 

on the mercy of the country were entitled to the protection of 

the law, that murder must be punished, and that the terms Whig 

39 
and Tory were no longer useful. 

During the British occupation of Charleston the Board of 

Folice had acted in civil as well as criminal cases. The state 

government took the position that the British occupation had 

been an usurpation and that the decisions made by the Board of 

Police were invalid. Thus a person who had won a suit during 

Message of Governor Guerard to the Assembly, Jan. 24, 
1785 (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.); JER, March 7, 1785, p. 260; 
South Carolina Gazette and General Advertiser, Oct. 21, 1783. 

38 Ibid., Dec. 18, 1783. 

39 
Ibid., Dec. 23, 1783; A. Maclaine to George Hooper, Red. 

4, 17847Tn H. C. St. Rees. , XVII, 127. 
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WAS 

the British occupation pliable to be sued in the state court 

after the war. This gave occasion for much bitterness, as is 

illustrated by the following case. At the beginning of the 

Revolution Robert Williams held a bond of Samuel Frioleau for 

a debt. In 1777 Frioleau offered to pay the debt in depre¬ 

ciated currency. As Williams refused to accept the money Frio¬ 

leau ps.Id it into the state treasury. Some months later Will¬ 

iams surrendered the bond to the state treasury and accepted 

Indents for the amount of the debt. After the fall of Charles- 

40 
ton Frioleau. took British protection and was sued by Will¬ 

iams. The Board of Police decided that the payment of the 

debt had been fraudulent and gave Williams a judgment, in sat¬ 

isfaction of which some of Frioleau’s property was sold by 

the sheriff. After the restoration of the state government 

Frioleau sued Williams. In the trial of the case the former’s 

attorney appealed to the prejudice against Williams, who was 

probably the. most hated of all the Charleston Loyalists. The 

attorney blamed ’Williams for the death of Isaac Hayne in that 

he had contributed to the fund for equipping the troop of horse 

that effected the capture of the "martyr." According to Will¬ 

iams’ account the jury was told that he would be compensated 

by the British government for any amount that they might find 

for the plaintiff with the result that their verdict was for 

Only persons who took protection, that is became British 
subjects, could be sued. The property of prisoners on parole 
was protected, by the terms of the capitulation of Charleston. 
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four times the amount for which Prioleau's property had sold. 

Being included in the confiscation act Williams had departed, 

but left in Charleston his servants and household effects for 

the use of his wife, who had remained in the town. This per- 

41 
sonal property was attached to pay the judgment. 

This case had a connection with an incident that has been 

regarded as an example of injustice to Loyalists by the gov¬ 

ernment of South Carolina. Part of Prioleau's property which 

was sold in 1732 by order of the ^oard of Police consisted of 

three slaves. These were purchased by William Charles Wells, 

who carried them to Florida on the evacuation of Charleston. 

In June, 1783, Wells returned to Charleston under a flag of 

truce to collect debts and was given permission by Governor 

Guerard to reside in the town while attending to this business. 

Prioleau now took advantage of Wells' presence in Charleston 

to sue him for the value of the slaves. On refusal to pay. 

Wells was imprisoned. At first he lodged with the jailer and 

had a comparatively comfortable room, but asked for another 

when his trunk mysteriously disappeared. He was then given a 

room which he complained of as damp and dangerous to his health. 

Being of a family of 11 scribblers,T; for he was the son of 

Robert and the brother of John, who had been editors of the 

South Carolina and American General Gazette and of the Royal 

Gazette, William Charles Wells expressed his grievances in 

letters to the newspapers. The sheriff of Charleston District 

41 
ALT, LIV, 82-33 
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answered with, letters, so that there was a newspaper contro¬ 

versy between the two. The trunk was soon returned with most 

of its contents. Wells suspected that the person taking it 

had hoped to obtain some of his papers. 

The imprisonment of Wells led to a heated exchange of 

letters between Governor Tonyn of East Florida and Governor 

Guerard of South Carolina. The former contended that the flag 

of truce had been violated, while the latter argued that a 

flag of truce did not protect a person from a private suit, 

particularly in the case of Wells, who had come for the purpose 

of collecting debts. Governor Tonyn finally sent a commis¬ 

sioner to Charleston with a demand for the release of Wells. 

This demand was firmly and none too politely refused. Wells 

remained in prison for three months, but in the end had to 

yield and pay £258 2 7 sterling and costs. 

It is evident that the treatment of Wells, while legal, 

was unduly harsh on account of the fact that he was a Loyal¬ 

ist. Furthermore this incident occurred at a time when there 

was great bitterness against Governor Tonyn for his having 

thwarted the efforts of citizens of South Carolina to recover 

their slaves which Loyalists had carried to East Florida. The 

exchange of letters between the two governors in the case of 

Wells was but a continuation of a bickering correspondence 

which had started over the slaves. Governor Tonyn had had the 

upper hand in the matter of the slaves, but in the Wells affair 

Guerard held the strategic position and enjoyed some measure 

of revenge. It should be added that William Charles Wells 
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went to England and attained distinction as a physician and 

4? 
scientist. 

The Loyalists and British merchants complained bitterly 

that they were not able to collect the debts due them in South 

43 
Carolina. For example, William Greenwood returned to Charles¬ 

ton late in 1784 in accordance with the peace treaty and stayed 

until the middle of 1786, but could collect only ^500 of the 

£5^000 which was due him and his partner. He said that many 

of his debtors could have paid if they had been willing.^ 

However, the situation was due partly to a very serious finan¬ 

cial condition in the state. So many slaves had been lost dur¬ 

ing the war that a heavy importation was necessary in order for 

many of the plantations to operate. The money to purchase 

these slaves and other supplies was borrowed largely from Brit¬ 

ish merchants at interest of from 50 to 75 per cent. A series 

of crop failures followed, which brought about a crisis in 

1785. When the merchants resorted to the courts the people 

prevented the sheriffs from performing their duty by threats 

and violence. A special session of the legislature was called 

^ Tonyn to Guerard, Aug. 13, 1783, Guerard to Tonyn, Sept. 
15, 1783, Guerard to Wylly, Sept. 17, 1783 (MSS, S. C. Hist. 
Com.); most of the correspondence between Tonyn and Guerard as 
well as other papers connected with the case are in C. 0. 5:82, 
pp. 913-959; South Carolina Gazette and General Advert!ser, 
July 8, 15, 26, Aug. 12, 1783; South Carolina Weekly Gazette, 
July 19, 1783; ALT, LVII* 356-357; Aikman, op. cit., pp. 83-100; 
Siebert, Loyalists in East Florida, 1774-1785, I, 135. 

Extract of a letter from Charleston to Colonel John Hamil¬ 
ton, April 4, 1785, ALT I, 251; Jones, The Journal of Alexander 
Chesney, pp. 120-121. 

44- ALT, VIII, 124-125; LVI, 586-588. 
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and the "pine barren" or "property tender" act passed. By 

this law any property could be offered in payment of a debt 

if suit was brought, which property had to be accepted by the 

creditor at three-fourths of its value as appraised by persons 

in the parish or county where the property lay. The effect 

was to put a stop to all actions for the recovery of debt. 

It was a violation of the treaty of peace, for it placed a 

legal impediment to the collection of debts. As such it was 

denounced by Henry Laurens. However, the "pine barren" act 

was but a temporary measure, limited to only one year, and it 

was not reenacted. Another device resorted to by the legis¬ 

lature was to allow debts to be paid in installments. These 

measures divided the people of the state. Some represented 

the British merchants as harpies that had forced unfair con¬ 

tracts on the people. Others said that the planters had made 

the contracts and should take the consequences. Furthermore 

it was charged that the evasion of their obligations had been 

premeditated by the planters and that the morals of the people 

45 
had been corrupted by war.It was not only the British mer¬ 

chant that was affected by these laws but all creditors includ¬ 

ing prominent Whigs. This furthered the alliance between the 

Loyalist and the so-called aristocratic element. 

Though there were many instances of prejudice and injustice 

to Loyalists in South Carolina after the close of the war, the 

45 Wallace, History of S. C. If, 328-329; Ramsay, History 
of S. C., II, 428-429; Cooper, Statutes, IV, 710-712; V, 3C-38; 
"""Diary of Timothy Ford," in SCHG-M, Xlll (1912), 193-196. 



. 

' 

. 



361 

attitude of the people as a whole was magnanimous. According 

to Ramsay, "the appellations of congress-men and king's-men 

7/ere soon forgotten” as a result of the efforts of the con- 

46 
stituted authorities and the most enlightened patriots." This 

was more true of the lower than of the upper part of the state. 

In the former the warfare had been less bitter, family con¬ 

nections proved stronger than political opinion, and so many 

persons who were not Loyalists had played the inglorious part 

of remaining within the British lines until the war was vir¬ 

tually over that there was more sympathy and understanding 

between the parties. There seems to have been a tacit agree¬ 

ment to forget the differences. In the up country resentment 

against Loyalists continued for years. But there Loyalism 

had been so completely discredited that though many Loyalists 

remained they do not seem to have tried to justify the part 

they had taken. As.s time passed, only the older people knew 

which families had been Tories. 

Ramsay, Hist, of S. _C., I, 477-478. 46 
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CHAPTER XIII 

CONFISCATION AND AMERCEMENT 

A. Confiscation Prior to 1782 

The important confiscation act of South Carolina, contrary 

to the practice in many of the other states, was passed near 

the end of the war. In his speech to the General Assembly in 

1782 advising the passage of a confiscation act. Governor Rut¬ 

ledge pointed out that while other states had appropriated the 

property of British subjects to the use of the public. South 

Carolina had not even taken the profits from the estates. 

1 
While this statement was in the main true, there had been a 

2 
certain amount of confiscation prior to 1782. 

The sedition act of 1776 provided that the property of per¬ 

sons convicted of assembling and disturbing the peace was to 

be sold by the sheriff and the proceeds distributed to persons 

3 _ 
who had been injured. in the early part of the war the prop¬ 

erty of some v/ho had fled from the state, notably Joseph 

^ Alexander S. Salley, ed.. Journal of the House of Repre¬ 
sentatives, Jan. 1, 1782-Feb. 26, 1782 (hereinafter cited as 

Salley, JHR 1782)", pp. 12-13. 

2 The Royal Gazette, Feb. 23, 1782, took issue with Rut¬ 
ledge ’s statement and pointed out that the ordinance of 1779 
had provided for confiscation. 

3 Cooper, Statutes, IV, 346. 
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Robinson and Richard Pearis, was taken over by the public. 

In 1778, 2,000 acres and about fourteen negroes belonging to 

Alexander Cameron, the deputy Indian agent, were sold,u but 

it was said that not much care was made to keep a record of 

7 
such sales at that period. 

The act of 1778 requiring an oath of allegiance to the 

state also provided that if those who were banished for refus¬ 

ing it did not sell their property within a year, it was to be 

sold by an attorney appointed by the governor and the pro¬ 

ceeds turned into the state treasury. This act also applied 

to those who had left in 1777; but with the difference that 

they were allowed eighteen months to dispose of their prop- 

8 
erty. The ordinance of 177S had provided that the governor 

could appoint commissioners to sell the property of persons 

who had joined the enemy and had not returned after being 

summoned to do so in a proclamation. Eut no steps seem to 

have been taken to put the confiscatory clauses of these laws 

into effect, beyond the issuance of two proclamations in 1779 

^ Journal of the General Assembly of South Carolina, Sept. 
21, 1776, in American. Archives, 5th. ser., III, 13. 

^ Cooper, Statutes, IV, 425-426. 

6 ALT, LV, 565. 

7 Ontario Archives, pp. 799-800. 

8 Cooper, Statutes, I, 147-150. 

9 ? IV, 479-430; Miscellaneous Records (MS, S. C. 
Hist. Com.), Vol. A, pp. 113-120. 
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containing the names of some persons who had left the state 

9 
and joined the British. 

B. Confiscation Act, 1782-1784 

The confiscation act of 1782 has been called an ex post 

facto law.^ This is hardly true because those affected by it 

were either British subjects or persons who might have been 

tried under the sedition act or under the ordinance of 1779. 

However, it was a bill of attainer that condemned nearly two 

hundred former citizens of the state to banishment and confis¬ 

cation without trial or opportunity to explain their conduct. 

It was charged that John Rutledge was largely responsible 

for the confiscation act. Certainly he not only recommended 

such a policy in his address at the opening of the Jackson- 

borough Assembly, but suggested the various classes of per¬ 

sons to be included; and these classes corresponded roughly 

to the classes of persons excepted from the benefits of his 

proclamation of September 27, 1781. Edward Rutledge, brother 

of the governor, wrote the draft of the bill and introduced it 

into the House of Representatives though he did not suggest 

any of the names, and spoke against only one person that was 

included. Too many persons had a hand in the passage of the 

Cassius, To the Freemen of the State of South Carolina, 

p. 37. 

Edward Rutledge to Arthur Middleton, Feb. 26, 1782, in 
"Correspondence of Hon. Arthur Middleton,” SCHGM, XXVII (1926), 
7; Salley, JHR 1782, pp. 12-13, 63. 
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confiscation act for the full responsibility to be placed on 

the Rutledges. It was generally understood in the latter part 

of 1781 that such a measure would be resorted to, and it was 

12 
an issue in the election of members of the assembly. The 

committee to consider which estates were to be confiscated was 

composed of a member from every parish and district represented 

in the assembly and the first list of names was reported to 

the house by John Laurens. Alexander Garden1 said that 

"there were not more than a dozen members of the legislature 

who declared their sentiments, or gave their vote in opposi- 

tion to it." ' Richard Gough is said to have left the assem¬ 

bly saying "'that he would not remain a witness to the condem¬ 

nation of a man who was not allowed to state in his own de- 

fence, the motives which had decided his conduct." Christo¬ 

pher Gadsden bitterly criticized confiscating property because 

17 
a person had signed one of the addresses, but he spoke a- 

gainst Colonel Charles Pinckney and was partly responsible 

12 Gadsden to Marion, ITov. 17, 1782, Marion Papers (MS, 
NYPL), III, 321 ff. 

13 Salley, JKR 1782, pp. 22-23, 61. 

In reading Garden’s criticisms of the act, it must be 
remembered that his father was among those proscribed for sign¬ 
ing the congratulation to Cornwallis. 

15 
Garden, Anecdotes, p. 176. 

16 Ibid., p. 197. 

17 Gadsden to Marion, Nov. 17, 1782, Marion Papers (MS,MTEL), 
III, 321 ff. 



o 

. 

.• 

' i.- -c . o ; lo ’ ' 

r c ■ ■ .c v •. r :£; 00 . . , ■ . . C 

- - 3 :o . 0 0' o 

. 

•• 

- 

lb& ertt lo eno 

. . 
: t 

. : t . .._:: ;• . 
k r 

. O-.C 

. ' . , _. » 

. I . J _ oi 



365 

18 
for the latter’s being on the amercement list. 

Obviously there was a great deal of partiality in making 

up the list, and some persons escaped entirely who had com¬ 

mitted the same offense for which others suffered banishment 

and confiscation of property. Garden said that when the list 

of accused was read in the committee the mention of the name 

of a wealthy man would be greeted with cries of !fa fat sheep-- 

a fat sheep--prick him!--prick him!" and that the man would 

be condemned unless defended by a friend or person of in- 

19 
fluence. Personal enmity was responsible for the inclusion 

of some and the influence of friends and families protected 

others. It is said that Henry Middleton, who had done nothing 

more than to take protection, would have been suggested but 

or\ 
for interposition of his son-in-law, Edward Rutledge. ' Prob¬ 

ably there were bargains and deals in making up the lists. 

There is a story that among those suggested for confiscation 

was a relative of Christopher G-adsden who had signed a peti¬ 

tion to form an independent corps under the British and had 

also been one of those to qualify and disqualify persons seek¬ 

ing British protection, but that Gadsden came to the defense 

saying that if his friend were put on the list ”1 will 

Edward Rutledge to Arthur Middleton, Feb. 26, 1782, in 
"Correspondence of Hon. Arthur Middleton," SCHGM, XXVII (1926), 
8-9. 

3-® Garden, Anecdotes, p. 196. 

80 Edward Rutledge to Arthur Middleton, Feb. 26, 1782, in 
"Correspondence of the Hon. Arthur Middleton," SCHGM, XXVII 
(1926), 8-9. 
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assuredly move that your old and your young Broad-Street Frimds 

be put on the list also."* 2'*' 

The confiscation list as originally reported from committee 

to the House of Representatives contained only 118 names and 

a number of these were transferred to.the amercement list be- 

22 
fore the bill was sent to the Senate. ~ The upper house was 

much more severe and added a great many more estates, notably 

those of British subjects and also of persons of little im- 

23 
portance who had signed the address to Clinton. There v/as 

considerable revision by both houses and a number of persons 

who at times were on the list were not included in the act as 

finally passed. The most important case was that of William 

Blake, one of the wealthiest men in the state, who had gone 

off to Europe after the fall of Charleston. Twice the Senate 

placed his name on the confiscation list but the House of 

Representatives, as a result of the efforts of Edward Rutledge 

and Ralph Izard, would not acquiesce. Finally, as a compro- 

24 
rnise, Blake was placed on the amercement list. 

2^* Gazette of the State of South Carolina, Sept. 9, 1784. 
Identification of the persons referred to i's' uncertain, but it 
is possible that two of them were Thomas Smith of Broad Street 
and his son Peter Smith. SCHGM, IV (1S03), 41; XXVII (1926), 
8n. 

22 Salley, JHR 1782, pp. 61-62. 

2^ SJ, Feb. 13, 1782, pp. 82-88; Edward Rutledge to Arthur 
Middleton, Feb. 14, 1782, in "Correspondence of Hon. Arthur 
Middleton," SCHGM, XXVII (1926), 4-5. 

Edward Rutledge to Arthur Middleton, Feb. 26, 1782, ibid., 
pp. 6-7; SJ, Feb. 21-22, 1782, p. 133; Salley, JHR 1782, p, 

106. 
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The confiscation act of 1782 named 237 estates and in¬ 

cluded two categories of estates that were not individually 

listed. The persons whose property was confiscated were di¬ 

vided into six classes as follows:25 

Class 1. (a) Eritish subjects--63 estates. 
(b) Persons who had left in 1777 or 1778 

on account of the oath and had re¬ 
turned during the period of British 
occupation--unenumerated. 

(c) Persons named in RutledgeTs proclama¬ 
tions of November 8 and December 16, 
1779, and who had not subsequently 
returned to allegiance to the state-- 
unenume rated-. 

Class 2. Persons who had signed the address to Clin¬ 
ton and Arbuthnot--40 estates. 

Class 3. Persons who had signed a petition to be 
embodied as militia in the Eritish service-- 
25 estates. 

Class 4. Persons who had signed the congratulation 
to Cornwallis--13 estates. 

Class 5. Persons who had held civil or military com¬ 
missions under the British--83 estates. 

Class 6. Persons who not only voluntarily avowed 
their allegiance to Great Britain but by 
!fthe tenor of their conduct manifested 
their general attachment to the British 
Governmentn--13 estates. 

The persons in classes 2, 3, 4, and 5 were banished in addition 

to suffering confiscation. It was not necessary to banish 

those in class 1 as they were not citizens of South Carolina 

but subjects of Great Britain. Apparently, those in class 6 

were not banished. The persons in the two unenumerated groups 

25 Cooper, Statutes IV, 516-520, VI, 62S-632. 
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of class 1 were already subject to confiscation under the law 

of 1778 and the ordinance of 1779. The act of 1782 merely 

carried out this confiscation by turning their estates over 

to the commissioners to be sold. 

There was another confiscation act, though for some rea¬ 

son it has received little notice from historians. A great 

many persons who were not included in the act of 1782 had de¬ 

parted with the British. Therefore in 1783 an ordinance ¥>ras 

passed which declared confiscated the estates of all such per- 

26 
sons unless they returned to the state and stood trial.~ 

It also confiscated the estates of all who had died or been 

killed in the service of the British. As hundreds were af¬ 

fected by this law, no list of names was attached and it was 

left to the commissioners of forfeited estates to determine 

which estates should be seized. To assist them each acting 

colonel of the militia was directed, if the commissioners so 

desired, to prepare a list of persons in his regimental dis¬ 

trict who would come under this ordinance. Some of these 

returns have been preserved. The number of persons listed in 
27 

them is as follows: 

Ibid., IV, 568-570. 

97 _ 
Robert W. Barnwell, Jr., ed., "Reports on Loyalist Exiles 

from South Carolina, 1783," In The Proceedings of the South 

Carolina Historical Association, 1937, pp. 43-46. The origi¬ 

nal reports are in the S. C. Hist. Com. Photostat copies are 

in the library of the University of South Carolina. 
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DISTRICT 

Ninety Six 

Camden 

Orangeburg 

COLONEL 
REPORTING 

Brandon 
Roebuck 
Anderson 
Furves 
Waters 
Marshall 
Bratton 
Winn 
Taylor 
Thomson 

Killed or Departed TOTAL 
died in with the 
British British 
service 

no distinction made 131 
48 25 73 

no distinction made 71 
no distinction made 118 
no distinction made 20 

16 84 100 
16 27 46 
18 25 43 
11 14 25 

2 49 51 

Total 678 

There are no available reports for the other parts of the state. 

The confiscation act of 1782 was too severe to be enforced, 

especially since the cessation of hostilities followed so soon 

after its passage. A considerable number of those who were 

supposed to be banished remained in the state after the evacu¬ 

ation and many of those that departed left petitions with 

their friends and relatives to be presented to the assembly. 

When the assembly met in January, 1783, it was flooded with 

these petitions. A committee was appointed before which each 

petitioner was allowed to appear, either in person or by at- 

28 
torney, and explain his conduct.'" The hearings were open 

29 
to the public. Often a petition signed by many people from 

his parish would be presented in favor of a man. This was 

28 Some rough notes on the testimony presented at these 
hearings have been preserved and are in the custody of the S. C. 
Hist. Com. Unfortunately they are fragmentary. 

p O _ 
Alfred J. Morrison, ed., Travels in the Confederation 

1783-1784 From the German of Johann David Schoepf, II, 203. 
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particularly true of those from the lower and. middle portions 

of the state who had accepted commissions in the militia under . 

the British. These petitions were usually to the effect that 

the particular person had accepted the commission at the re¬ 

quest of his neighbors. LI any of those in the confiscation 

lists had performed special acts of courtesy and service to 

the Chigs, such as securing the return of slaves or other prop¬ 

erty seized by the British, obtaining a pass to leave Charles¬ 

ton, and conniving at the sending of supplies from Charleston 

to the country. Care must be used in reading these petitions 

as they are the expressions of men who are trying not merely 

to save their property but to be allowed to return to their 

homes and families. Yet they show that many on the confisca¬ 

tion list were far from being Loyalists. 

The following paragraphs are from the petition of John 

Wigfall: 

Altho he was so unfortunate as to have excepted [sicj 
the Commission of Officer of Militia under the British 
Government, it was at a time when there was, in his 
opinion, no prospect of an effectual opposition being 
made to the Force which was then in Possession of the 
State; when he never expected to be called upon to Act 
in opposition to his Fellow Citizens, and when he saw 
the greater Number of his Countrymen peaceably submit¬ 
ting to that Government they had no longer power to 
oppose. 

That one of the Principal Inducements to your Peti¬ 
tioners [sic] Acceptance of the office, was that he 
might in that situation be of Service to his Fellow 
Citizens, who would have been grievously oppressed 
by the Superior Commissions in the Militia being put 
into the hands of persons highly irritated against 
his Countrymen (which oppression actually took place 
in other Districts of this State); and that the best 
Evidence which your Petitioner can adduce of such his 
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Intention Is that he ever acted Conformably thereto, 
which can be amply made appear from the Testimony of 
such persons as were then placed under his Command.30 

371 

The following is an excerpt from the petition presented 

31 
in favor of Theodore Gaillard. 

That from the best Information, your Petitioners are 
led to believe, that the said Theodore C-aillard ac¬ 
cepted a Commission under the British usurpation, with 
a View to soften measures, and to prevent a number of 
the good Citizens of this State being insulted by Men 
of low Character, who would have had the Po rer into 
their hands had not he accepted Such Commission: That 
a Number of Inhabitants whilst Prisoners received many 
acts of friendship from him during their confinement, 
& otherwise; that your Petitioners cannot learn of his 
having acted with Violence against any Man, but on the 
contrary he always acted with Moderation & Lenity- 

The assembly was in none too lenient a mood, such a short 

time having elapsed since the departure of the British; and 

it was pressed with a great deal of business. However, a 

law was passed postponing the sale of seventy-one estates and 

allowing their owners to remain until the matter was finally 

32 
determined. Unfortunately this law did nob go far enough, 

for a number of estates which were not included and conse¬ 

quently were sold during the summer of 1783 were subsequently 

restored. The Watboo barony, John Burn’s wharf, and Theodore 

Gaillard's wharf were thus lost to their owners without any 

30 Petition of John Wigfall to the Senate, 1783 (MS, S. C. 
Hist. Com.) 

3^ Petition to the Senate in behalf of Theodore Gaillard, 
1783 (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 

Cooper, Statutes, IV, 553-554; VI, 633-634. 
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ultimate benefit accruing to the state. The assembly met for 

a short period during the summer of 1783, but the confiscation 

matter was not taken up. 

Meanwhile, an important pamphlet had been written by Judge 

Aedanus Burke under the pseudonym ”Cassius." The real pur¬ 

pose of the pamphlet seems to have been to attack Rutledge 

and the aristocratic party, but the confiscation and amerce¬ 

ment acts form the subject matter. Burke attacked these acts 

in their fundamental principle, i, e., that taking British 

protection after the fall of Charleston was treason to the 

state of South Carolina. He said that the state was then 

dead and not able to protect its citizens, who being under 

the heel of a conqueror had a right to swear allegiance to 

the government in power. He quoted from Vattel, Pufendorf, 

G-rotius, and Hobbs that this was customary in Europe when 

territory changed hands during a war. He also denied that 

the signing of congratulatory addresses or the subscribing to 

the raising of troops was treason. He made no particular plea 

for those who had held commissions under the British nor did 

he attack the confiscation of the estates of British subjects, 

but he cited various cases to show that in England confisca- 
33 

tion had seldom taken place without permitting a hearing. 

Again, in 1784, the legislature was flooded with petitions. 

The definitive treaty had been signed and resentment had sub¬ 

sided, at least among the upper class. Powerful family influence 

33 Cassius, To the Freemen of the State of South -Carolina, 
pp. 3-10, 13, 29-37, and passim. 
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was exerted in favor of some persons. In his address at the 

beginning of the session Governor Benjamin Guerard urged the 

assembly to "remit (upon Principles of impartial Justice) the 

Amercements and Confiscations that have taken place on certain 

characters, guilty of no other Crime than taking British pro- 

54 
tection and remaining with their lines ..." After con¬ 

siderable discussion and disagreement an act was passed which 

restored thirty-five estates outright and restored ninety- 

five other estates but subjected them to an amercement of 

twelve per cent. The owners were also relieved from banish¬ 

ment, but thirty-three persons specifically, and any others 

of those amerced who had held a commission under the British, 

35 
were restricted from holding office for seven years. 

The efforts to revise the confiscation act continued. In 

1787 there was a motion in the House of Representatives to do 

away with all confiscations and amercements. It was defeated 

97 to 61 on a roll call vote. Almost all the votes favoring 

repeal came from the low country parishes. Of the thirty 

members from Charleston only nine voted nay. St. George was 

solidly in favor and St. Jamei Goose Creek, St. Paul’s, and 

St. James' Santee had only one negative vote each. Prince 

William’s cast only one vote In favor and St. Helena not any. 

The back country was almost solidly opposed. Only five ayes 

are recorded among the members from the old judicial districts 

34 SJ, Feb. 2, 1733, p. 14. 

33 Cooper, Statutes, IV, 624-526, VI, 635. 
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of Cheraw, Camden, Orangeburg, and Ninety Six, and not a 

single one of these came from the region between the Wateree 

«3 0 
and the Saluda, where the Loyalists had been so active. 

There are several possible explanations for this distribution 

of the votes. The warfare had been much more bitter in the 

back country, and furthermore many hundreds of Loyalists had 

been driven into exile. In the low country most of the voters 

were persons who had taken protection and many of them had 

been disqualified from voting until after the war. These per¬ 

sons could see that those who were exiled had done little 

more than they. Several of those favoring repeal were per¬ 

sons who had been suggested for the confiscation list, who had 

been on the original amercement list. Moreover, many of those 

exiled from the low country had extensive family connections. 

But though the confiscation act was not completely re¬ 

pealed, persons were relieved from time to time. Some of these 

like William Bull and Dr. Alexander Baron had no property in 

the state and it was merely a matter of allowing them to re¬ 

turn. In other cases the person was dead and the property was 

restored to his heirs. In a few cases part of the property 

was restored to the wife of a Loyalist. Also, some estates 

were restored because private claims against them exceeded 

or almost equaled their value. In a few cases persons who had 

been amerced under the act of 1784 were relieved. After all 

the revisions have been taken into account the number of es¬ 

tates confiscated and amerced is as follows: 

36 JHR, Feb. 21, 1787, pp. 159-162 
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Estates known to have been confiscated under the act 
of 1782 and not subsequently relieved-144 

Estates amerced under act of 1784 and not subsequently 
relieved-'- 58 

In addition, the estates of all the persons who had died 

in British service or who left at the evacuation and did not 

return were subject to confiscation. 

C. The Amercement Acts of 1782 

The amercement of persons relieved from confiscation in 

1784 must not be confused with those amerced under two acts of 

1782. These last two were repealed, but this fact has not 

been clearly pointed out by historians and therefore is not 

generally known. 

The act passed in 1782 entitled "An act for Amercing cer¬ 

tain persons therein mentioned" contained a list of forty 

persons who were amerced twelve per cent of their real and 

personal property. In addition there was a provision that 

any person who could be proved on the testimony of creditable 

witness to have contributed money to the British was to be 

37 
amerced thirty per cent of his property. There is no rec¬ 

ord of a case in which such proof was officially established. 

According to the wording of the amercement act of 1782 

those named therein were persons "whose conduct was not con¬ 

sidered sufficiently Criminal to merit Confiscation." A few 

37 
Cooper, Statutes, IV, 523-525; VI, 633 
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of them had accepted civil commissions under the British gov¬ 

ernment but the majority had done nothing more than take pro¬ 

tection and remain within the British lines after Rutledge’s 

proclamation. It was felt that since these people had saved 

their property, it was only just that they should pay a part 

at the time when the state was in such financial distress and 

when those who had not taken protection or had returned to 

allegiance to the state had suffered great losses. Amercement 

was therefore a special tax levied on certain persons in lieu 

of personal military service to the state. It was not con¬ 

sidered a harsh measure at the time of its passage, for Edward 

Rutledge said that he did not know of a man on the Whig side 

who would not have considered himself fortunate to have lost 

only twenty-five per cent. But the penalty of amercement was 

far more than the mere fine, for being named on such a list 

carried a stigma. Aedanus Burke said of the amercement act 

38 
that it was "the most impolitic that could be devised" and 

unless repealed would divide the citizens into two classes 

and disgrace both, the one by the injustice they had done and 

the other by worthy citizens of the best families "being 

handed down on the journals of both houses as traitors and 

enemies of their country. ''°'J 

Edward Rutledge to Arthur Middleton, Feb. 26, 1782, in 
"Correspondence of Hon. Arthur Middleton," 2OHCM, XXVII (1926), 
6-7. 

39 Cassius, To the Freemen of the State of South Carolina, 

p. -42. 
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One of the most important persons on the amercements list 

was William Blake. He furnishes a typical example of the 

wealthy man who was not particularly attached to the British 

out who tried to save his property. Many untrue charges were 

made against him, but Edward Rutledge, who saved him from be¬ 

ing placed on the confiscation list, did not regard the amerce¬ 

ment as unjust and summed up the case as follows: 

He is a Man of the first Fortune in this Country, he 
has never done anything for her, he has saved the 
whole of his Property, he has made and sold Rice to 
a very considerable Amount, he has gone quietly to 
Europe, & is at this Moment a thousand times better 
off than any one Man on our Side of the Question. 

Other important persons were Colonel Daniel Horry, Colonel 

Charles Pinckney, and Colonel Benjamin Garden, all of whom had 

been active on the Whig side prior to the fall of Charleston. 

Pinckney and Horry had been members of the Privy CoLincil and 

were not in Charleston at its capture, having escaped to North 

Carolina with Rutledge. However, they returned and took pro¬ 

tection in order to save their property. It was with diffi¬ 

culty that their friends kept their names off the confiscation 

41 
list. Banjamin Garden had actually returned to the American 

side and was bearing arms at the time of the meeting of the 

assembly. His return to allegiance to the state, having been 

Edward Rutledge to Arthur Middleton, Feb. 26, 1782, in 
MCorrespondence of the Hon. Arthur Middleton," SCHGM, XXVII 
(1926), 6-7. 

41 
Ibid., p. 8. 
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delayed until he could get his slaves out of the way of the 

British, occurred after the expiration of the time limit set 

42 
by Rutledge*s proclamation. " Cleland Kinloch, the brother 

of a member of the Continental Congress, Francis Kinloch, had 

been at school in England during the early part of the war 

and had returned to the state during the British occupation. 

lot liking the situation he had gone back to England. At the 

time the amercement act was passed he was trying to reach some 

43 
part of the United States not occupied by the British. It 

is a matter of considerable significance that so many of the 

persons on the amercement list were residents of Charleston 

or the sea islands. This was because those sections were still 

within the British lines at the time the assembly met at Jack- 

sonborough. The sea islands were not represented in the as¬ 

sembly. 

The persons on the amercement list were not banished. A 

number of them surrendered in August, 1782, in accordance with 

Governor Matthew’s proclamation. Vihen the assembly met in 

1783 most of them petitioned for relief and were allowed a 

44 
hearing. Several of the persons amerced claimed that, far 

^ Petition of Benjamin Garden to the Senate, 1783 (Iv!S, S. C, 
Hist. Com.) 

43 
Petition of Francis Kinloch in behalf of his brother to 

the Senate, 1783 (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 

^ A manuscript containing rough notes on these^hearings 
arid endorsed as "The Examination on the Amercement'1 is in the 
S. C. Hist. Com. 
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from having saved their property, they had suffered heavy 

losses. Alexander Chisolm estimated that he had lost half of 

45 
his property since 1779. Dr. John Wells said he had lost 

46 
the greater part of his slaves to the British.' William Saras 

said that he had lost the greater part of his property to the 

47 43 49 
British. James Clark and John Laroche said that they 

had suffered heavy losses. John Deas said that he had lost 

heavily by depreciation of money, that two houses in Charles¬ 

ton belonging to him had been lost in the fire of 1778, that 

his plantation on Goose Creek had been plundered at the time 

of Prevost’s invasion in 1779, that his plantation in St. 

Thomas’ had been plundered by Major Cochran in 1780, that the 

British had made their headquarters at his plantation on 

Combah.ee in August, 1781, and done damage to the amount of 

1300 for which he had received only 350 as compensation, 

that he had lost seventy-eight slaves, some being carried off 

by the British, others being seized by the Americans, and many 

dying from small pox and camp fever spread by the armies. 

45 petition of Alexander Chisolm to the Senate, 1783 (MS, 
S. C. Hist. Com.) 

4^ Petition of Dr. John Wells to the Senate, 1783 (MS, S. C. 
Hist. Com.) 

47 SJ, Jan. 28, 1783, p. 39. 

48 Petition of James Clarke to the Senate, 1783 (MS, S. C. 
Hist. Com.) 

49 Petition of John Laroche to the Senate, 1783 (MS, S. C. 

Hist. Com.) 
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Therefore, he considered that he had "already suffer’d a 

Sufficient Amercement.M 

John Deas also used a subtle legal argument, i. e., that 

having surrendered under Governor Matthews' proclamation of 

July 12, 1782, he had been pardoned and therefore legally re- 

51 
lieved from the. amercement* How effective this argument 

was is not certain* 

There was not sufficient time to revise the amercement 

act in 1783, but in 1784 a clause was attached to the act re¬ 

lieving certain estates from confiscation to the effect that 

all persons whose petitions for relief from amercement had 

been favorably reported on by either house were relieved. The 

Senate had voted that the following be relieved: 

William Doughty 
William Price 
Benjamin Garden 
Isham Moore 

William Matthews 
William Sams 
John Freer 
McCartan Campbell 

Since they had left the 
British lines before the 
passage of the act and 
their being on the list 
consequently was a mistake. 

Since they had been unable 
to leave Charleston on ac¬ 
count of sickness. 

50 petition of John Deas to the Senate, 1783 (MS, S. C. 
Hist. Com. ) 

51 An inclosure in John Deas’ petition to the Senate, 1783, 
endorsed "Argument in favor of my own petition" (MS, S. C. 
Hist. Com.) Apparently this line of reasoning was not accept¬ 
able in 1783, but in 1785 a committee recommended that John 
Deas and ten others be relieved because they had accepted 
Governor Matthews' proclamation. However, at that time the 
entire act was repealed, so the effectiveness of the argument 
is doubtful. 
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William Blake 

John Wells 

Thomas Corbett 
Charles Pinckney, Sen. 
John Webb 
Isaac Delyon 
I,I aur ice S iirron s 
James Bentham 

Provided he give up his 
claims against the state. 

Since he has done nothing 
injurious to the state and 
his property has been ma¬ 
terially damaged. 

Ho particular reason was 
assigned for these. 

In addition the following were relieved from amercement but 

were to pay an extra tax, as indicated: William Meggett, 5$; 

Banjamin Matthews, 7$; John Laroche, 10$; John Harleston, 

The fight on the amercement act was continued in 1785. 

Governor Guerard led the way by sending the following message 

to the legislature: 

Generosity, humanity. Justice and impartiality may 
stamp a dignity as well on a State as on individuals 
thereof - It will be but adding consistency thereto 
to remit all the Amercements on those persons not 
laboring under certain Disqualifications - It must 
ultimately take place and when perhaps with not so 
good a grace - Individuals will petition to be re¬ 
lieved therefrom; if the prayer of the Petition is 
granted to one, it must be to all, All Nations sooner 
or later, to settle, harmonize, Connect and unite, 
have found such remissions expedient and Salutary, 
let us Act generously. Uniformly Justly impartially 
and religiously in the present, lest the future time 
may upbraid us with a Contrary conduct; Partial Pub¬ 
lic justice brings but the greatest injustice. 

If it will not be the pleasure of the Legislature, 
to remit these Amercements in gross, they Ought not 

52 3J, March 12, 1733, pp. 293-2S4. 
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Individually and Partially for as all men have their 
friends as well as enemies, it will kindle discontents, 
heart burnings and resentments that may burst into 
flames of Appeasement and involve more in a Calamity 
than they may be at present aware of -33 

The governor's suggestion was not immediately accepted. 

A committee report to relieve all those amerced by the act 

of 1782 was defeated in the house of representatives by a 

54 
vote of thirty-nine to sixty-six. But before the session 

was over the committee made another report which passed by a 

vote of seventy to forty-eight. By this report John Harles- 

ton, Richard Muncrief, Jr., Daniel Horry, John Owen of Fish¬ 

ing Creek, Benjamin Matthews, Lambert Lance, William Hannahan, 

William Meggett, John Deas, John Laroche, Joseph Jenkins, and 

Thomas Radcliffe were to be relieved because they had com¬ 

plied with G-overnor Matthews’ proclamation and because they 

had rendered essential services to the distressed Americans 

who were prisoners in their vicinity; and Alexander Chisholm, 

Isaac Rippon, James Clark, and Joseph Seabrook, Sr. were to 

be relieved because "they were always deemed respectable 

Citizens, much esteemed by their neighbours." Moreover, it 

was stated that all the above had been amerced from wrong 

information on account of their parishes not being represented 

in the Jacksonborough Assembly. 

Relief for the following was also recommended: .Villiam 

Stuke, because he had accepted Governor Matthews’ proclamation 

53 JHR, Jan. 24, 1785, p. 31. 

54 Ibid., March 1, 1785, pp. 250-251. 
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and because he was dead; Alexander VV'yley, because he was dead 

and left only a little property to two young children; John 

Tobler, Edward Legge, Sr., Stephen Cater, and Jonathan Scott, 

because they were dead; also Henry Blankenhorn, Nathaniel 

Carey, John Delahowe, William Sabo, John Kerr (of Savannah), 

and William Tobler, though no special reason was assigned. 

But the most remarkable part of this report was the reason 

given for relieving Charles Augustus Steward, which was as 

follows: 

That Charles Augustus Steward refused to Comply with 
the Act passed in 1777 being a British half pay Of¬ 
ficer, that his Denial proceeded from Honorable 
motives, and that he Continued to Act with the Prin¬ 
ciples of an Officer - his Character appears Clear, 
and it is the wish of the Neighbourhood where his 
widow resides, that she should not be injured in the 
little property her late husband left her.”55 

Thus within two years of the close of the Devolution, the 

House of Representatives put itself on record as recognizing 

that refusal to abjure the king and swear allegiance to the 

state might proceed from honorable motives. The persons 

named in the above report included all who had not been re¬ 

lieved previously. Consequently an act was passed which re- 

56 
pealed the amercement act of 1782. 

But there was another amercement act passed in 1782, which 

historians have generally overlooked, probably because it is 

55 > March 14, 1785, pp. 324-325. 

Cooper, 56 Statutes, IV, 700 
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entitled "An Act for pardoning the persons therein described." 

The condition on which pardon was granted was a ten per cent 

amercement, or, if the person had no property, nine months of 

service in the militia. This act applied to those who had 

failed to take advantage of Rutledge’s proclamation of Septem¬ 

ber 27, 1781, within the time limit, and to those who, though 

excluded from pardon by the terms of that proclamation, had 

57 
nevertheless surrendered. Among those who are known to have 

been affected by this act were Elias and Thomas Horry, Gabriel 

53 
Manigault, Jr., and benjamin Villejjontoux. The latter, 

after being captured on the fall of Charleston, had remained 

a prisoner for fourteen months. Incredible as it may sound, 

it was the exchange of prisoners in the summer of 1781 that 

caused him to take British protection. The British sent all 

the exchanged prisoners, together with their families, to the 

northern states. Fearing that he could not support his family 

away from home, Villepontoux deserted the ranks of the "vir- 

59 
tuous few" in order to be permitted to remain in Charleston. 

There is no record of these amercements having been collected. 

Moreover, in 1785 this act was not only repealed but declared 

0 0 
null and void. Apparently this was an attack on the legality 

57 Ibid., IV, 526-528. 

58 ydward Rutledge to Arthur Middleton, Feb. 26, 1782, in 
"Correspondence of Hon. Arthur Middleton," SCHG-M, XXVII (1926), 
8-9. 

59 SJ, Feb. 3, 1783, pp. 78-79. 

88 Cooper, Statutes, IV, 700. 
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of Rutledge’s proclamation of September 27, 1781, on which 

the act was based. 

D. The Sale of Confiscated Property 

According to William Johnson, who must have had a first¬ 

hand knowledge of the matter, the confiscation act 11 created 

much trouble and expense to the state, and produced but little 

profit.1’ Unfortunately, no complete report on the sale of 

confiscated property has been preserved, but the available 

evidence supports Johnson’s statement. Below is a report of 

the sales in 1782 and 1783: 

May 15, 1782 at Jacksonborough 
June 11, 1732 at Pocataligo 
Aug. 1, 1782 at Georgetown 
Aug. 15, 1732 at Jacksonborough 
June 16, 1783 at Charleston 
June 30, 1783 at Camden 
July 8, 1733 at Ninety Six 
Nov. 19, 1783 at Orangeburg 
Dec. 8, 1783 at Ninety Six 
Dec. 17, 1783 at Charleston 

Total 

£ 21222 13 11 
32044 15 
57932 7 10 
48032 1 

152013 1 
7962 12 6 

23348 4 
8729 15 
3021 4 

128131 15 

^ 482438 9 3 Sterling 

These figures are for land and such personal property as 

cattle, farm implements, and household furniture, but they do 

not include slaves. The sale of the latter during 1782 and 

1733 brought 12, 545 17 10 sterling. In addition confis- 

62 
cated property yielded 1437 9 in rents. Considerable sales 

51 Johnson, Life of Greene, II, 235. 

^ Return from the Commissioners of Forfeited Estates of 
Property Sold, n.d. (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) The total in 
the above has been supplied as the total on the document 
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were made after 1783, but the information on these is less 

specific. Deeds and mortgages to the amount of jfL04,339 11 

11 for property sold by the commissioners of forfeited es- 

63 
tates were recorded. Whether there was much more sold and 

64 
not recorded is uncertain. The property was usually sold on 

credit, the purchaser giving a mortgage, which in a number of 

cases was never paid, which necessitated a second sale. In 

1793 the commissioners of the treasury were directed to attend 

such sales and buy in for the state any property which did not 

65 
bring its just value. This was merely transferring the prop- 

was £482,559 2 1 which is not the correct sum of the fig¬ 
ures listed. The property sold at Charleston on June 16, 
1783, and that sold at Jacksonborough, Pocataligo, and George¬ 
town is shown in detail in !tS. C. Confiscated Estates Sales51 
(MS, South Carolina Historical Society, Charleston). This is 
a sales book of the commisioners of forfeited estates and 
apparently the only one that has been preserved. The sum of 
the sales at the various places as given in this sales book 
are approximately, though not exactly, the same as given in the 
report cited above. Details for the sale at Ninety Six on 
December 8, 1733, are given in ’’Sales of Lands at 96” (MS, 
S. C. Hist. Com.) Many deeds and mortgages for property bought 
from the commissioner of forfeited estates are recorded in the 
office of the register of mesne conveyances at Charleston. 
These give details for the sales at Camden, Orangeburg, Ninety 
Six on July 8 and at Charleston on December 17. 

^ Deeds and Mortgages (MSS, Office of Register of Mesne 
Conveyances, Charleston, S. C.) This figure was obtained by 
adding the amount of all the deeds and mortgages of real prop¬ 
erty bought from the commissioners of forfeited estates so far 
as these could be found. Many of the mortgages are not can¬ 
celled and it is doubtful whether the purchaser completed pay¬ 
ment . 

64 
Two printed advertisements of confiscated property to 

be sold, one dated 1784 and the other 1787, are among the rec¬ 
ords in the S. C. Hist Com. 

General Assembly of South Carolina, Acts and Resolutions, 
(hereinafter cited as Acts and Resolutions'll 1795, p. 33. 
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erty from one account to another. An estimate of the value 

of the property sold is made difficult by the fact that pay¬ 

ment was usually made in indents, and the value of these 

fluctuated. 

The bulk of the proceeds from the sale of confiscated prop¬ 

erty came from real estate. The sales book of the commis¬ 

sioners of forfeited estates lists personal property such as 

cattle, horses, wagons, furniture, and ungathered crops only 

to the amount of £.1824 15 l.°° Since some of those who 

were banished left their families in the state, the sale of 

some of the personal property proved too harsh a measure to 

be enforced. In 1783 household furniture, carriages, carriage 
67 

horses, and household servants were exempt"!rorri confiscation. 

Inventories of the personal property of some of the confis¬ 

cated estates have been preserved. These sometimes mention 

other property, but slaves are the principal items; and the 

68 
names, ages, and descriptions of these are often given. 

The slaves v/ere by far the most valuable part of the personal 

property. Accompanying the confiscation act of 1782 was an 

act for recruiting the state line by paying each soldier a 

69 
slave for a year of service.'”' The plan was, of course, to 

"S. C. Confiscated Estates Sales,,! (MS, South Carolina 
Historical Society, Charleston). 

6*7 
Cooper, Statutes, IV, 556. 

These inventories are among the papers in the custody of 
the S. C. Hist'. Com. 

69 Cooper, Statutes, IV, 556. 
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get these slaves from the confiscated estates. Some slaves 

70 
were distriouted in this manner. However, there was a clause 

in the confiscation act forbidding the separation of families 

71 
in the sale of slaves and this must have interfered with 

paying the soldiers in this manner. Also, as slaves were in 

demand in the low country of South Carolina at the end of the 

Revolution, there must have been great opposition to giving 

them to soldiers many of whom were from North Carolina. In 

1733 the plan was tried of selling the slaves and using the 

proceeds to pay the soldiers, but the slaves brought such a 

low price, probably because they were sold for cash and not 

72 
on credit, that this policy had to be discontinued. " In 1784 

General Sumter’s and Colonel Hammond’s troops were due 671 

grown and 57 small Negroes. Some of the slaves given to the 

troops proved to be unfit and a money payment had to be sub- 

73 
stituted. As the best Negroes on the confiscated estates 

were likely to have been carried away by their owners, a large 

a large part of those left were old, sick, or very young. 

Also, the persons whose property was restored included many of 

the large slave holders, and payments had to be made to them 

7'J “Account of Negroes taken for the Purpose of recruiting 
the South Carolina Continental Line” (NS, S. C. Hist. °orn. ) 
This document lists fifty-six Negroes, giving the name, the 
name of the former owner, and the name of the soldier to whom 
given. Also it lists twenty-five slaves that had been sold 
in July, 1782. 

^ Cooper, Statutes, IV, 522. 

99, 

72 JHR, Jan. 24, 1783, p. 6. 

7o Acts and Resolutions, 1734, p. 
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for slaves sold or used in paying troops. It seems unlikely 

that the state realized much in the long run from confiscated 

slaves. 

The restoration of confiscated property was a great blov; 

to the financial success of the confiscation act. Ramsay es¬ 

timated the amount of property restored as "very little short 

74 
of half a million pounds sterling." while figures are not 

s.vailable completely to corroborate this statement, there is 

reason to believe that it is correct. It is certain that prop¬ 

erty to the amount of <£l91,385 44 29 that had already been 

sold and£l57,272 13 that had not been sold was restored. 

75 
Moreover, these figures are for only 73 estates. it is 

quite possible that the value of the other restored estates 

would exceed £130,000. 

The persons who had their property restored had diffi¬ 

culties also. If the property had not been sold it was simply 

restored. Eut in a number of cases the property had been sold. 

Sometimes the purchaser of the property was willing to give 

it up. However, when the property was very valuable they 

would not do so. In those cases the original owner was given 

the proceeds from the sale. Eut as the property usually had 

74 

75 

Ramsay, History of South Carolina, 1, 477. 

"Schedule of Amercements," n. d. (MS, S. C. Hist. Gem.); 
"S. C. Confiscated Estate Sales" (MS, South Carolina Historical 
Society, Charleston). These figures have been compiled from 
the above mentioned sources. The amount of the amercement has 
been deducted in cases where the restored estate was amerced. 
However, there was no accurate way of determining the fees of 
the commissioners and the expenses connected with the sale. 
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been sold on credit it was some time before payment was made. 

The matter was further complicated by the fluctuation in the 

value of currency. At first payment had been required in 

specie but it was later allowed to be made in indents, J which 

were interest-bearing certificates issued by the state in pay¬ 

ment of claims. These sunk very low in value, so that in 1787 

Dr. Garden insisted that the restoration of his property was 

illusory and that though he received indents to the nominal 

value of </4229 12 their real value was only ^346 7 3.^ 

But in 1791 the indents rose, because of federal assumption 

of the state debt. The purchasers of the confiscated property 

were now faced with having to pay more than they had anticpated 

in making the bargain. To remedy this situation a law was 

passed allowing payment to be made in specie at the rate of 

, 78 
one to five. 

The claims of individuals made great inroads on the unre¬ 

stored property. In the original act it was provided that 

claims against the confiscated estates should be filed by 

February 20, 1783. The time was afterwards extended to July, 

79 
1733, and then to March, 1735. But the matter did not end 

here because individuals would petition the legislature to 

76 Cooper, Statutes, IV, 517, 555-557. 

77 ALT, LV, 218. 

^ Acts and Resolutions, 1794, p. 22-23. 

Ibid., 
79 IV, 521, 556, 620. 



. 

. o 

. 

, o' ' . 

. 

. C 

. 

. 

- 

. 

. 

. :'J ' • ' ■ ■ . - r' 

t . t t •- :• 

. 

. 

. . o . ,* t. 



3S1 

allow new claims to be presented, and these petitions would 

often be granted. As a result of these claims man;/ of the 

estates became insolvent and all the proceeds from the sale 

of the property were given up to the creditors. A report of 

the insolvent estates lists the following: John Stuart, Rob¬ 

ert .illiams, John Joachim Zubley, Dandridge Yarborough, Jer- 

myn and Charles .'/right, Zephaniah Kingsley, Eazil Cowper, John 

/lopton, .illiam Valentine of Camden, janiel Plummer, Zachariah 

C-ibbes, James Fraser, Jacob Valk, Thomas Inglis, Alexander 

'fright, James Eoisseau, .illiam Henry Kills, James Holmes, 

and William Glen. It is possible that there were others. 

The amount of bonds for property sold which the state gave up 

to the creditors of the above estates amounted to £3226 6 

j? r\ 

4 sterling in specie and i53,376 13 11 in indents."" This 

does not include the claims against estates that were not in¬ 

solvent. It might be said that in many cases the state, in¬ 

stead of benefiting from the confiscation act, merely col¬ 

lected debts for private individuals. 

The state should have received a considerable sum from the 

amercements, but there was difficulty in collecting these. 

The financial situation in South Carolina was bad for several 

years following the Revolution, which condition made enforce¬ 

ment more harsh than was intended. The amercements were sup¬ 

posed to be paid before March 1, 1735, but as the planting 

season was far advanced in 1784 before many of the persons 

Insolvent Estates to be given up, n. d. (PIS, S. 
Eist. Com.) 

n 
> • 
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reached the state, their crops were poor. They petitioned 

for an extension of time on the grounds that in order to pay 

their amercements they would have to sell property at a great 

sacrifice/' The time of payment was therefore postponed. " 

Again in 1789 several persons petitioned for a further post¬ 

ponement, saying that those who were engaged in trade had 

suffered from the low price of bonds and that the planters 

83 
had suffered repeated losses of crops. In general the amerce¬ 

ments were not paid until some time in the 1790’s. In many 

cases payment was obtained only by court action. Figures are 

available for the amercement of 67 of the estates and show 

that about£36,457 sterling should have been collected. How¬ 

ever, various things interfered to cut down this amount. The 

estates of George Cook and William Glen became Insolvent; 

Thomas Elfe moved out of the state before paying; Theodore 

and John Gaillard won the suits against the state, thus es¬ 

caping payment of £ 1877 12 2 sterling and £.1331 IS 4 

sterling respectively; and Philip Forcher was allowed to dis¬ 

count his amercement in indents for money he had loaned the 

state prior to the fall of Charleston. It might be supposed 

that where the property had been sold the state had merely to 

deduct the amercement in restoring the proceeds. However, 

"Fetition of sundry persons under Amercement," Feb. 25, 
1785 (MS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 

88 Cooper, Statutes, IV, 758. 

83 "Petition from sundry persons praying to be released 
from their Amercement/1 Feb. 16, 1789 (LrS, S. C. Hist. Com.) 
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there was the difficulty of collecting payments from the pur¬ 

chaser. Figures are not available for 21 estates. It is 

probable that Robert Cooper’s property is included in the es¬ 

tate of Robert Jreronneau. The others may not have had any 

84 
property in their own names. The state obtained some money 

from the amercements but it was at considerable expense and 

trouble. 

E. Summary 

The confiscation acts brought a considerable amount of 

criticism upon the state of South Carolina. They have been 

regarded as acts of persecution and a violation of the spirit 

of the treaty of peace with Great Britain. When the slight 

financial gain to the state is compared with the suffering and 

bitterness caused, one may well doubt the wisdom of these acts. 

But we must look at confiscation not in its final effect 

but in the light of the situation of 1782. It Is true that to 

some extent it was motivated by revenge, but it was above all 

things a fiscal measure. The Revolutionary party was in the 

midst of a desperate struggle and the treasury was empty. 

Since the fall of Charleston the 'Whig army and the partisan 

bands had lived by requisitioning supplies from their friends 

and by plundering their foes. Why should they not make use of 

the land and slaves of the people who were within the British 

lines? This was an unanswerable argument in February, 1782. 

S 84 Schedule of Amercements, n.d. (MS, C. Hist. Com.) 
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Ramsay says that many men of the Jacksonborough Assembly ”con¬ 

sidered the confiscation of tory property in the nature of a 

forced loan for purpose of indispensable necessity."85 Even 

though there was no monetary gain in the long run, it can be 

said that the confiscation act financed the state during the 

last year of the war. 

There is another way in which the confiscation act may 

have benefittea the state, namely by brea.king up certain large 

estates. On list 1 of the act of 1782 were several residents 

of Great Britain who owned large tracts of land in South Caro¬ 

lina. For example, the Wadboo barony belonging to the Colie- 

86 - 

ton family included 12,724 acres. -Lanwood and Baker owned 

47,807 acres, which was restored only on condition that it be 

divided into small tracts and sold."’ Moreover, the crown 

officers during the administration of Governor Montague had 

acquired grants to thousands of acres of unsettled land in the 

back country. Governor Montague himself obtained eighteen 

thousand acres, in spite of a law that forbade him to grant 

land to himself. ° By confiscating this property it was made 

85 Ramsay, History of South Carolina, I, 469. 

86 ALT, LVII, 145. 

Memorial of John Deas as attorney for Mrs. Jane Linwood 
and William Baker to the House of Representatives, 1783 (MS, 
S. C. Hist. Com.); Gazette of the State of South Carolina, 
March 10, 1785. This does not include 7474 acres which sold 
for ^562 5 sterling and v/hich was not restored, the proceeds 
of the sale being retained by the state in lieu of an amerce¬ 
ment on the unsold portion. Cooper, Statutes, IV, 758. 

88 ALT, LVI, 73-85. 
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available to the people. In a somewhat different class was 

a tract of twenty thousand acres on Savannah River which had 

been held by the Chickasaw Indians prior to the Revolution. 

This tribe had supported the British during the war and by a 

clause of the ordinance of 1783 the land was confiscated. It 

was divided into small tracts and sold. An appeal for its 

restoration was made by the Indians. The matter was investi¬ 

gated by a committee, which decided that the Indians had held 

the land only as tenants at will of the state and that they 

89 
were not entitled to any compensation.'" 

It is undeniable that the confiscation acts, that of 1782 

in particular, worked injustices on many individuals. But 

considering the condition of the state and the hardships suf¬ 

fered by the adherents to the American cause, it was not un¬ 

justifiable. It was by no means the worst phase of the Revo¬ 

lution in South Carolina. 

^ Cooper, Statutes, IV, 569; Acts and Resolutions, 1794, 
extra session, pp. 15-16. 
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CHAPTER XIV 

THE LOYALISTS IN EXILE 

The Whigs, because of their expulsion of thousands of 

Loyalists from the United States at the close of the war have 

been subjected to severe criticism. Their act has been re¬ 

garded as one of folly as well as cruelty. A Canadian writer 

has compared the migration of Loyalists to that of the Hugue¬ 

nots from France.^ Though the greater portion of the exiles 

2 
were from Hew York and adjoining areas," there was also a con¬ 

siderable migration from South Carolina. 

During the early part of the war, a number of persons from 

the low country had left in order to avoid taking the state 

oath of allegiance. Also, several hundred back settlers had 

2 
fled to Florida. But nearly all these persons had returned 

on the British occupation of Charleston. It was the evacuation 

of that city by the British that caused the great migration, 

the figures for which were reported as follows:^ 

^Ryerson, The Loyalists of America and Their Times, II, 183- 
185. 

p 
Flick, Loyalism in Hew York during the American Revolution, 

pp. 179-180. 

3See pp. 164,174,186-187. 
A _ 
Year Book City of Charleston, 1883, p. 416, citing a manu¬ 

script in the Massachusetts Historical Society. Three different 
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To What Place Men Women 

Jamaica 600 300 
E • FIs. • 630 306 
E. Fla. /sicJ 166 57 
England 137 74 
Halifax 163 133 
N. Y. 100 40 
St. Lucia 20 

1,816 910 

Children Blacks Total 

378 2,613 3,891 
337 1,653 2,926 
119 558 900 

63 56 330 
121 53 470 

50 50 240 
350 370 

1,068 5,333 9,127 

According to this report the white exiles totaled 3794. In 

using this report as a basis for estimating the Loyalists 

exiled by South Carolina several circumstances must be taken 

into consideration. It Includes North Carolina refugees who 
5 

moved to Charleston on the evacuation of Wilmington. It prob¬ 

ably includes a few Georgia refugees, for several of the ships 

that left Savannah on the evacuation of that port stopped at 

6 
Charleston. On the other hand. It does not include the mem¬ 

bers of the provincial corps. Furthermore, the figures for 

the white persons going to Florida are too low; these, accord¬ 

ing to a carefully prepared report, were 1117 men, 499 women, 

7 
and 408 children, in all 2018. Allowance must be made also 

fleets carried Loyalists to East Florida. This report gives 
figures for only two of them. 

DeMond, Robert 0., The Loyalists in North Carolina during 
the Revolution,p. 185. 

6 Claude H. Van Tyne, The Loyalists in the American Revolu¬ 
tion, p. 289. 

7 
A return of Refugees with their Families and Negroes, who 

came to the Province of East Florida on the Evacuation of the 
Province of Carolina, received from General Leslie, July 15, 
1783, C. 0. 5:560, pp. 811-820. 
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for the many who eventually returned. It Is doubtful whether 

as many as four thousand persons from South Carolina were per¬ 

manently exiled. 

East Florida appeared as a haven of refuge to many of the 

southern Loyalists. Within six months the population of that 

province jumped from twenty-five hundred to upwards of sixteen 

thousand. The Loyalists cleared land, built homes, and planted 

crops. But 'with the signing of the peace treaty another move 

became necessary, for Florida was ceded to Spain. Some went 

to England, Nova Scotia, or the West Indies, but several thou¬ 

sand of them found homes along the Mississippi River and other 

O 

parts of the West. Thus a large part of the Loyalist popula¬ 

tion from the southern states was not lost to the nation as a 

whole. 

Before the cession of Florida, the Loyalists who had gath¬ 

ered there performed one military service of note, namely the 

capture of the Island of New Providence in the Bahama Islands. 

During the course of the war New Providence had been occupied 

by Spain. In the spring of 1783 it was recaptured by a small 

expedition commanded by Major Andrew Deveaux, an exile from 

South Carolina. The island was defended by a garrison of 

seven hundred men, four galleys, and seventy pieces of cannon. 

The attacking force consisted of only about sixty-five men re¬ 

cruited from among the refugees in East Florida and two small 

8Siebert, Loyalists in East Florida, 1774-1785, I, 156, 173- 
174, 208-210, and passim. 
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vessels. After arriving on the island Deveaux increased his 

force to two hundred and twenty men but a large portion of 

them were unarmed Negroes. By bluff, audacious attacks, and 

skillful management Deveaim and his men were successful despite 

the heavy odds against them." Thus the defeated and exiled 

Loyalists had a final taste of military glory. 

The Bahama Islands became the final home of many Loyalists. 

Of the white persons who left East Florida at the time of its 

evacuation, 1,033 went there.1"" Among these were Richard 

Pearis"^ and Robert Cunningham. The latter died there in 1813 

1° 
a.t the age of 74. ~ Loyalists settled in other islands of the 

West Indies, notably in Jamaica. The large slave holders in 

particular chose it on account of the fertility of its soil. 

Among the prominent Loyalists who settled there were Thomas 

Fletchall and Moses Kirkland. Neither of them survived for 

long after the war; the former died in 1789, ' while the latter 

was drowned in 1787 on a voyage to England to present his claim 

for losses as a Loyalist.1^ 

9Ibid., I, 145-147. 

1UIMd., I, 208. 

"^Ontario Archives, pp. 190-194. 

12 
Jones, The Journal of Alexander Chesney, p. 88. 

13 
Ibid., p. 72. 

14 
ALT, LVII, 349. 
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Nova Scotia and Canada, which were the principal havens 

for the Loyalists from the northern states, attracted few from 

South Carolina. As has been shown, only 417 persons went on the 

evacuation of Charleston. Others went there on the evacuation 

of East Florida, though they are said to have consisted prin¬ 

cipally of the members of the provincial corps. Only about 

one-third of the men in the South Carolina Royalists went, the 

others obtaining their discharge in Florida. Seventy-five 

of the Loyalists whose claims for losses were heard in Nova 

Scotia and Canada were listed as being from South Carolina. 

The most distinguished of the South Carolina Loyalists who 

went to Nova Scotia was Joseph Robinson. He settled first in 

New Brunswick, moving afterwards to Prince Edward Island, 

where he became speaker of the assembly, assistant judge of 

the supreme court, and member of the executive council. He 

16 
died in 1808 or 1809. 

The nineteen claimants ’who gave Germany as their place of 

birth deserve particular notice. They were a portion of the 

Palentines who in 1765 had settled in Ninety Six District. 

It will be recalled that their settlement in South Carolina 

was an accident, for they had originally left their homes with 

the expectations of going to Nova Scotia and receiving lands 

confiscated from the French settlers. But being left stranded 

±C) Siebert, Loyalists in East Florida, 1774-1785, I, 153- 
154. 

Ontario Archives, pp. 799-801: Jones, The Journal of 
Alexander Che'sney, pp. 74-76. 
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m London by their promoter, they had been sent to South Caro¬ 

lina. Grateful for the charity they had received in England 

and regarding the land they received in South Carolina as a 

gift from the king, they had been steadfast friends to the 

British. Exiled, for this loyality, they now found themselves, 

after an Odessy of twenty years, in Nova Scotia, the country 

17 
in which they had originally intended to settle. 

The British Isles was, of course, an important refuge for 

the Loyalist^ exiles. In fact, the term exile is a misnomer 

for a large number who went there, for they were but return¬ 

ing to their native land. Prominent among the Loyalists going 

to the British Isles were the crown officers. Only two of 

18 _ 19 
Lhese, V; I Hi am Bull and Henry Peronneau, ~ were natives of 

South Carolina. A few other prominent natives of South Caro¬ 

lina finished out their lives as exiles in England, notably, 

20 21 22 
Gideon DuPont, Jr., Paul Hamilton, Elias Ball of Wambaw, 

17 
±f This 

one of the 
story is told in the claim of 
Palatine Germans. ALT, XXVI, 

Adam Bower 
58-66. 

(or ~auer) 

Though relieved from confiscation, William Bull did not 
return to South Carolina. He died in 1791, at the age of 
eighty. Cooper, Statutes, V, 44, 187-188; SCHGIG, I (1900), 85n. 

19 
Lorenzo Sabine, Biographical Sketches of Loyalists of 

the American Revolution, with an Historical Essay, II, 17VJ 
Cooper, Statutes, V, 64. 

20 Died May 25, 1735. ALT, LIV, 272. 

21 Sabine, op. cit., I, 514; ALT, LVI, 5-20. 

^2 Ibid., LV, 87-106; Anne S. Deas, Recollections of the 
Ball Family of South Carolina and the Comingtee Plantation, 

pp. 101-102. 
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and Robert Y/illiam Powell. Merchants, shopkeepers, and arti¬ 

sans, most of whom were Scotch, constituted a large part of the 

exiles. In addition, there was a considerable number of the 

Irish who had settled in South Carolina In the decade preceding 

the Revolution. The most prominent member of this class was 

24 
John Philips. 

At the close of the war the British government undertook 

to compensate the Loyalists for their losses. This was a 

gigantic task and the commission appointed by Parliament to 

examine the claims worked from 1783 to 1789. The South Caro- 

25 
lina claims numbered 321 and represented 315 persons. These 

may be classified according to place of residence in 1775 as 

follows: 

Charleston District 
ToY/n 113 
Country 22 

Beaufort District 8 
Georgetown District S 
Orangeburg District 9 
Cheraw District 2 
•Camden District 31 
Ninety Six District 93 
Indian country 2 
Other colonies 5 
Great Britain 21 
Total 3i5 

25 Sabine, op. cit., II, 200; ALT, LV, 506-523. 

24 Jones, The Journal of Alexander Chesney, p. 62. 

25 The list of the South Carolina claimants is printed in 

SCPIGM, XIV (1913), 37-43. . 
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tvith respecP to place of birth, the claimants may be classi¬ 

fied as follows: 

South Carolina 
Other American provinces 
America (province not stated) 
Bermuda 
England 
hales 
Scotland 
Great Britain (probably most of 

these claimants were Scots) 
Ireland 
Germany 
hot stated 

Total 

2S 
17 
14 

1 
53 

3 
65 

21 
72 
23 
17 

315 

With respect to occupation the claimants of the three low 

country districts of Charleston, Beaufort, and Georgetown may 

be classified as follows: 

Merchants (including shopkeepers) 
Planters 
Overseers 
Skilled and unskilled laborers 
Officials 
Clergymen 
Lawyers 
Physicians and surgeons 
Schoolmasters 
Officers of British army and navy 
Soldiers of British army 
Keepers of ferries 
Organists 
Midwives 

47 
13 

3 
22 
26 

6 
4 

10 
7 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 

Two of the laborers were free liegroes, namely, Scipio Handley, 

a fisherman, and William Snow, a tailor. 

Almost all the claimants from the other districts connected 

with agriculture. A number of them also kept stores. One was 
d 

a ped^Ler. The occupations of carpenter, blacksmith, and weaver. 
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each had one representative. 

Of the persons who resided in other colonies in 1785 but 

who owned property in South Carolina or came there during the 

war, two were merchants, one did not state his occupation, one 

was a farmer, and one was a shoemaker. 

Of the twenty-one residents of Great Britain^, there were 

seven merchants, seven owners of plantations, one physician, 

and one official. 

The commission allowed compensation for loss of property, 

professional income, and salary. The South Carolina claimants 

received awards amounting to ,£257,000 and pensions exceeding 

e 26 
jg6,600 per year.'" The claimant receiving the largest award 

was Thomas Boone, former governor of South Carolina. For the 

loss of the Boone barony and other lands in South Carolina he 

was given £22,533 85. The amounts awarded to some other prom- 

27 
inent Loyalists were:" 

Elias Ball, of Wambaw £12,700 
William Bull 6,400 
James Carey 1,088 
Robert Cunningham 1,080 
John Fisher, of Orangeburg 2,369 
Thomas Fletchall 1,400 
John Harrison 990 
Moses Kirkland 4,000 
Joseph Robinson 521 
Robert Wells 1,480 

26 Jones, The Journal of Alexander Chesney, p. 120, citing 
British Public Records Office papers. Audit Office, 12:109. 

27 The amount of the awards is given in ALT, the claimants 
being listed alphabetically by their names. A number of the 
larger awards are printed in Jones, The Journal Oi Alexander 
Chesney, pp. 118-119. 
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The number of claimants from South Carolina was high in 

comparison with other states. New York, with 941, had by far 

the greatest number, but South Carolina, with 321, ranked 

second. Massachusetts, with 226, ranked third.^3 On the basis 

of white population, the number of claims from South Carolina 

assumes an even larger proportion. Two reasons may be offered 

in explanation for the large number of claimants from South 

Carolina. First, there 'were a very large number of persons 

within the state who were not Americans. In the second place, 

it was one of the states that the British occupied for a con¬ 

siderable time. But for the lengthy military occupation a 

number of the claimants would never have taken any active part 

on the British side. 

Van Tyne, The Loyalists in the -American Revolution, pp. 
302-303. 
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CHAPTER XV 

POLITICAL SENTIMENT IN SOUTH CAROLINA DURING THE REVOLUTION 

An estimate of the strength of Loyalism in South Carolina 

is made difficult by the fact that a large part of the popula¬ 

tion changed sides. There was remarkably little difficulty In 

establishing the Revolutionary government. The only opposition 

by any group large enough to be called a party came from the 

back country, and though this party, led by Fletchall, Cun¬ 

ningham, and Robinson, at one time assumed threatening pro¬ 

portions, having upwards of two thousand men under arms, it 

vias easi ly suppressed. On the other hand it was obvious that 

a large part of the population acquiesced in rather than ap¬ 

proved of the Revolution. 

Throughout the period of Whig ascendency, the people gen¬ 

erally gave some measure of support to the new government. In 

the back country a minority that was unalterably opposed to the 

Revolution was held down and persecuted. In the low country 

the persons who refused to take an oath of allegiance to the 

state were banished. The peace proposals were rejected, even 

though they granted virtually everything for which the IThigs 

were fighting excepting Independence. Yet when confronted with 

invasion, there were abundant symptoms of demoralization among 

the people of the state, with the result that defense was weak. 
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On the fall of Charleston the great majority of the people 

changed sides. Some of course welcomed the conquest as a 

deliverance from a government they detested. To some British 

rule would not.have been distasteful if it had brought immedi- 

a.te peace. Many who had been prominent Whigs submitted rather 

than take the other alternative of going as a refugee to an¬ 

other state. Some of those submitting remained as prisoners 

on parole, but the great majority of them swore allegiance to 

the king, an act that was euphemistically described as "taking 

British protection." The requirement that all who enjoyed the 

king’s protection must also bear arms for him was distasteful 

to many, yet the British enrolled the greater portion of the 

able-bodied \?hite men in their militia. By threats they were 

able to induce a number of men who had been Whig leaders to 

accept commissions in their militia. 

In less than two months after the fall of Charleston a 

second revolution began, induced partly by prospect of aid 

from other states and partly by dislike of the conquerors. 

Despite several disheartening reverses this revolution spread 

and by the end of 1781 the British held only a small area a- 

round Charleston. The militia which the British had formed 

proved worthless in most cases, for the members, instead of 

opposing, joined the Whigs. Some did so readily; others were 

compelled. Except in part of Orangeburg District and in the 

area of the Little Peedee, those who adhered to the royal cause 

were driven within the British lines. Many of those who took 

refuge with the British ultimately came to terms with the Whigs 
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others who wished to do so were prevented by the Whig policy 

of not receiving with forgiveness persons who had held com¬ 

missions under the enemy. On the departure of the British, 

about four thousand persons accompanied them. Some of these 

were Loyalists from principle, others were technically Loyal¬ 

ists from circumstances. Similarly, there were probably a 

number of persons who, though they preferred the British 

cause, bore arms for the state in the final phases of the war 

and have therefore gone down in history as Whigs. 

What test can be used in determining the strength of 

Loyalism in South Carolina? Certainly the taking of an oath 

cannot be considered as a test, for the majority of the people 

swore allegiance both to the state and to the king. Neither 

can bearing arms be chosen as a test, for again the majority 

of the people were enrolled (this does not mean necessarily 

that they fought) in both the Whig and the British militia. 

This shifting from one side to the other during an armed con¬ 

flict is a condition which, though not infrequently met with 

in history, is difficult to explain. In the case of an in¬ 

dividual the particular circumstances motivating his change 

of allegiance may be briefly yet adequately set forth, but the 

conduct of the group defies succinct summarization. 

It is obvious that there was between the extreme Whigs and 

extreme Loyalists a large middle group. A part of this middle 

group, the "quiet people" such as Quakers and some of the Ger¬ 

mans, probably preferred the triumph of the British cause, 

and may therefore be considered Loyalists. Others, for want 
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of a better term, have been termed "indifferent.” Others have 

been described as lukewarm to the American cause. But it is 

doubtful whether some could be placed in any of the above men¬ 

tioned classifications. The war lasted many years, and afforded 

abundant opportunities for sincere people to change their views. 

The British occupation aroused the patriotism of many who had 

been indifferent. Moreover, many individuals seem to have been 

divided in their own minds: they were averse to acting against 

America, but saw no reason to sacrifice property for independence. 

In any event the British obtained very little assistance from 

this large middle group. 

There jss, however, a clearly discernable Loyalist party in 

South Carolina. On the coast it was made up of crown officials, 

natives of Great Britain, and a few of the upper-class South 

Carolinians, such as William Wragg, Paul Hamilton, Sr., Gideon 

Dupont, Jr., and Andrew Deveaux. In the back country it con¬ 

sisted partly of recent immigrants and partly of native Ameri¬ 

cans. The latter were principally from the region between the 

Saluda and the Broad and from the settlements on Lynches and 

Little Feedee rivers. Some of the Germans also belonged to 

this militant Loyalist party. 

The accomplishments of the Loyalists in South Carolina were 

relatively small. They performed some successful raids and 

annoyed their enemies to a considerable extent but they failed 

to attain a single large-scale success without the aid 01 tne 

British. Even with the aid of regular troops they failed to 

defend themselves. The withdrawal of the j„ritish and Loyalists 
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from Ninety Six District, the region in which Loyalism was 

strongest, and at a time when the continental army had been 

forced to abandon the siege of the post at Ninety Six, is a 

clear indication of the weak support which the British received. 

The Loyalists were lacking in able leadership. Such men as 

Loses Kirkland and Robert Cunningham cannot be compared with 

Sumter and Pickens. Even the Loyalists who were natives of 

Great Britain and persons of education, such as Henry Rugeley, 

James Carey, Janes Cassells, John Fisher, and Killian Henry 

Mills failed as military leaders. Apparently the Loyalists 

were overshadowed by British officers and not allowed to act 

on their own initiative. It can be said for the Loyalists, 

however, that they exhibited great courage and devotion to 

their cause and that the suffering which they underwent for 

their principles entitles them to admiration. 
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Robert Yoodward Barnwell, Jr. 

Though born at Columbus, Ississippi, September 11, 1904, 

1 have spent the greater portion of my life in South Carolina. 

My parents, the Reverend Robert \Y. and Malinda Brunson Barn¬ 

well are natives of that state. In 1922 I entered the Uni¬ 

versity of South Carolina. After receiving an A. B. degree 

in 1926 I continued my studies there and obtained a master’s 

degree in history in 1928. During the two years of graduate 

study I held a teaching fellowship. 

I taught in high school for one semester (1929) at Lydia, 

South Carolina, and for two terms (1929-31) at Greenville, 

South Carolina. In 1933 I resumed the study of history, at¬ 

tending George Washington University, 1933-34, and Duke Uni¬ 

versity, 1934-36. 

In September, 1936, I became connected with the Historical 

Records Survey in South Carolina and supervised the field work 

of the inventory of the state archives. I resigned my position 

in July of 1938 In order to complete bhe research for this 

thesis. From November, 1939, to June, 1940, I held a temporary 

position as Instructor of history at the University of South 

Carolina. I resumed work with the Historical Records Survey 
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in July, 1940, having the rank of editor of state archive 

inventories. This position was terminated in December, 1940. 

I am the author or editor of the following articles: ’'The 

Migration of Loyalists from South Carolina" and "Reports of 

Loyalist Exiles from South Carolina, 1783," in The Proceedings 

of the South Carolina Historical Association, 1937; "Addressers 

of Clinton and Arbuthnot," ibid., 1939; "Rutledge, ’The Dic¬ 

tator,’" to appear in The Journal of Southern History, Li ay. 

1941 
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